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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp. 


CAPITAL, £1,500,000. Subscribed, £700,000 ; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £489,000, 
T he Right Hon. HuGH CULLING EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.R.8. 

BUSTEES {The Right Hon. GrorGe JoHN SHAW-LEFEVRE, M.P. 

Home Drrecrors. 
Joun CROFT DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
WALTER RANDOLPH FARQUHAR, Esq., Banker, 16, St. James’-street. 
BEAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, Esq., Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 
Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart.. D.C.L., LL.D., The Grange, Totteridge. 
GEORGE BABINGTON PARKER, Esq., 13, Victoria-stceet, Westminster. - 
WILLIAM HENRY STONE, Esq., Lea-park, Godalming. 
Banxsrs } Messrs. Roparts, Lubbock, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 

( Messrs, HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St, James’-street, 8.W. 

The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years. bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mo: es, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£480,000), 

By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Freehold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the 
amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares. 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Offices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY; 


18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDs, Lonpon, W.C., 








W hole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 


Pe NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
ge 
| at Entry. ~ —_—__—___—--—— 


Thirty. , Forty. 


Twenty. 


£ £ 8 \e £ 8. 
20 191 10 
40 211 0 
40 | ‘ 232 0 
50 273 10 
60 197 10 3i2 0 


*626 10 
"836 10 





EXAMPLE.— A Policy for £1,€00, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 20, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and@ the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT 
OFFERS 
Perfect Security for Manuecripts. 
Perfect Security for Bullion. 








Perfect Security from Fire. 
Perfect Security from Burglars. 
Perfect Security for Solicitors. 
Perfect Security for Deeds & Jewels. 
Perfect Security for Mortgages and 
Leases. 
Perfect Security for Marriage | Perfect Security for 
Settlements. Gentlemen, 
THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Guarded Night and Day. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
6,(00 Safes and Rooms, 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Writing and Waiting Rooms. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Safes, 1 to 5 Guineas. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Strong Rooms, 8 to 90 Guineas. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Telephone Room for Renters. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
A Neceasity of the Time. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Within the Reach of All. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Lighted by Electricity. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Cards to View on Application to the Manager. 


Perfect Security for Companies. 
Perfect Security for Trustees. 
Perfect Security for Surveyors. 
Country 
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THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT, 
61 AND 62, CHANCERY LANE, Lonpon, W.C. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Nornive 1s More remarkable than the disappearance of the spirit 
of fatalism which not long ago threatened to pervade solicitors. 
They are no longer disposed to sit down tamely under any attack 
on their interests or privileges ; they are now ready to meet every 
such attack with the effective weapon of united and vigorous effort. 
At the time the new rules of court were issued we drew attention 
to the extraordinary “gross sum” rule, and pointed out its 
probable meaning and effect. As will be seen from the report we 

rint elsewhere, the matter was at once taken up, and a meeting of 
eading London solicitors was held at the Law Institution, under 
the presidency of Mr. Laxe, at which a strong committee was 
appointed, with Mr. F. R. T. Broxam as secretary, to take action 
with regard to the new rules. An admirable report was promptly 
prepared by this committee, which will be found elsewhere, and 
this report was subsequently adopted and issued by the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society, and a deputation was arranged to 
wait on the Lord Chancellor on the subject of the rules on Wednes- 
day last. A considerable number of London and country solicitors 
assembled previously to the time fixed for the deputation, and 
a dozen gentlemen were chosen to form it, headed by the 
President of the Incorporated Law Society. The deputation were 
very courteously received by the Lord Chancellor, and the various 
objections to the new rules and the mode in which these might be 
removed by amendments were fully explained. Without entering 
into details of the interview, we may say we think that hopes may 
be entertained that the efforts of the committee will be successful 
in obtaining a modification of the rules. The gratitude of the pro- 
fession is due to those who have acted with so much promptness 
and skill, and devoted so much time and labour to this matter. 





Mr. Justice Denman and Mr. Justice A. L. Sarrn will act as 
Vacation Judges during the ensuing Trinity Vacation. The 
notice, which will be found in another column, contains the 
information necessary for the guidance of those who have “ cases of 
great urgency’ between the 8th and 17th of June. 





Tue oxver for transfer of a hundred causes from the lists of Mr. 
Justice Cuirry, Mr. Justice Nortn, and Mr. Justice Srirtine to 
Mr. Justice Kexewicn for the purpose only of trial was signed on 
the 29th of May. The order will be found in another column, and 
also with the schedules rearranged, showing the order in which the 
cases will be heard. None of these cases will come into the paper 
before the 18th of June. 





Tue onservance of the Queen’s birthday on Saturday last in the 
Royal Courts of Justice was very general. None of the courts sat, 
and there was no cause list published. Moreover, many of the 
offices in the building were wholly closed, and in those that were 
open, or partially open, very little business was done, as very few 
members of the profession, or their clerks, came to business on that 
day. We may add that no such direction by the Lord Chancellor 
for closing the Royal Courts as was announced was issued. 
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Ir was no doubt never intended that the sppointment of 
examiners of the court should give the gentlemen so appointed a 
monopoly over all examinations of the court. The rules under 
which they were first appointed contemplated the possibility of 
special examiners being appointed in special cases. It was not, 
however, expected that the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division 
would practically ignore the existence of the examiners of the 
court, and, as it were, go out of their way to appoint special 
examiners. There would appear to be some ground for the 
dissatisfaction which has lately arisen among some members of the 
body of examiners on this subject, if it be true, as is credibly 
stated, that about one-fourth of the examinations taken are by 
special examiners. 





Wuen rvre 13a of order 55 of the R. S. C. was promulgated 
it was pointed out in these columns that the rule which allowed 
the appointment of new trustees to be made on summons at 
chambers did not provide the power to makea vesting order at 
chambers. In Re Morris's Settlement Trusts (37 W. RK. 317) Mr. 
Justice Cutty decided that there is power under this rule and 
the Trustee Act, 1850, and the Judicature Act, 1873, to make a 
vesting order at chambers. It docs not appear from the report 
whether the learned judge vested land, or whether the property 
vested was Government Stock registered at the Bank of England. 
We are informed that the Bank of England, following out their 
policy, as shewn in Frodsham vy. Frodsham (29 W. R. 165, 15 
Ch. D. 317), have refused to act upon an order made at chambers 
appointing new trustees and vesting stock, upon the ground that, 
under the Trustee Act, the proceedings for this purpose must take 
place in court or at least be initiated in court. On this point the 
Bank of England appears to be obdurate. 


THE nanaquet given by the solicitors to the Attorney-General on 
Wednesday was, as we pointed out when it was first mooted, 
altogether unprecedented, but so aleo were the circumstances 
which gave rise to it. The arrangements were well organized, and 
the success and enthusiasm of the gathering were proportionate to 
its novelty. The political element was completely excluded, and 
if there was somewhat more pointed reference made to the conduct 
by the Attorney-General of ‘‘the great cause which was still in 
issue’ than we should have expected, it must be admitted that it 
would have been extremely difficult to avoid it. The demonstra- 
tion was a protest against the virulent attacks made on a man who 
is, and always has been, held in the highest esteem and honour by 
the profession—a protest, as the Attorney-General truly said, 
prompted by the English love of fair play, and, above all, of fair 
play in professional life. It might have been sufficient to repu- 
diate the attacks which have been made on the professional 
honour of the head of the bar, but it was obviously most difficult 
in doing thie to omit an expression of opinion as to his conduct of 
the pending case. The Attorney-General, however, rightly appre- 
ciated the object of the banquet when he expressed his ‘‘ strong con- 
viction that your branch of the profession has spoken on this occa- 
sion because they desired to enter an emphatic protest against any 
person, whether he once was a member of the profession, or 
whether he should still call himself a member of the profession, 
lowering the arena of political warfare for the purpose of making 
an unjust political attack.’’ That is a protest in which every fair- 
minded man can join, and we rejoice on many grounds that it has 
been made. It not only shews that the sense of justice and fair 
play is keenly alive among solicitors, but also that they look upon 
themselves and the bar as two branches of one great profession, 
and consider that what touches the honour of the one is offensive 
to the other. 





A RECENT DECISION of Mr. Justice Currry in Onn vy. Fisher (re- 
ported elsewhere) does not appear to make any new law, but it calls 
attention to the curious effect which has already been given to section 
10 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. That section provides, by sub-sec- 
tion (3), that if a bill of sale is made subject to any defeasance not 
contained in the body thereof, such defeasance shall be deemed to 
be part of the bill, and shall be written on the same paper or 
parchment therewith before the registration, or otherwise the 
registration shall be void. In the case in question there was no 




















objection to the bill of sale itself, but at the same time a pro- 
missory note, in which three other persons joined as sureties, was 
given as collateral security by the grantor of the bill of sale to 
secure exactly the same amounts—viz., £60 for principal and £25 
for interest. The same state of things occurred in Counsell v. 
London and Westminster Loan and Discount Co. (19 Q. B. D. 
512), and there it was held that the promissory note operated as a 
defeasance, and as it was not written on the biil of sale the regis- 
tration was void. The two were to be taken together as parts of 
the same transaction, and together formed the contract between 
the parties. But various circumstances might arise under which 
the whole sum due on the promissory note might become payable 
and be actually paid. It would then be impossible to sue on the 
bill of sale, and this, therefore, would have been defeated by pay- 
ment of the promissory note. This was a decision of the Court of 
Appeal, and, of course, Mr. Justice Currry was bound by it. 
There was the additional circumstance of the sureties being joined 
in the promissory note, but it does not seem that this could make 
any difference. There is still just the same possibility that the 
grantor of the bill of sale may defeat it by paying the promissory 
note. If he does, no one is hurt, and the lender has his money 
back ;}but if he does not, it is a curious state of things that of two 
good securities, each valid in itself, the one should thus be held to 
destroy the other. 


THE RULE is well established that an agent for sale may not put 
himself in such a position that he is interested in the goods sold, 
but the case of Guy v. Churchill, in which the Court of Appeal 
has upheld the decision of Mr. Justice Cutrry, shews that limits 
are to be placed to it, and that the interest may be too remote to 
warrant its. application. The plaintiffs were timber merchants 
who had employed the defendants as brokers to dispose of a large 
quantity of timber for them. This was done on a del credere com- 
mission, and, according to the custom of the trade, the name of the 
buyer was not disclosed. But with the sale to him the defendants’ 
connection with the matter did not terminate. They were already 
engaged in a course of dealing under which they held and sold 
timber for him, and at the time of the sale in question, he was 
largely indebted to them. The timber thus sold was dealt with in 
the same way, and according to the current arrangement the profits 
derived from it were to be employed in wiping off the buyer’s in- 
debtedness. In the event very large profits, some £15,000, were 
realized, and were appropriated by the defendants accordingly. 
The plaintiffs then brought an action to recover this amount, as 
being profits made by their agents in the course of their agency, 
maintaining that Messrs. Cuurcuitt had retained for themselves an 
interest in the timber sold. A judge anxious to strain the rule 
might have thought they had a good case, but there has been no 
tendency to do so. Mr. Justice Curry drew a distinction between 
an interest in the thing purchased, which is forbidden, and an in- 
terest in the purchaser, which, he said, is not forbidden; but this 
is somewhat fine. The Court of Appeal found another ground in 
the fact that at the time of the sale there was no actual 
contract between the defendants and the purchaser, but merely 
an expectation on their part that, in the ordinary course of 
business, their usual arrangements with him would be entered 
into. But it may be useful to refer to the foundation of the 
rule, which is that no underhand dealing by an agent shall 
be permitted. Such underhand dealing Lord Sr. Leonarps held 
to occur when the agent makes use of another man’s name as 
purchaser, intending to secure the benefit for himself, and hence 
he derived the rule that an agent cannot be a purchaser without 
making a full disclosure of all he knows about the property 
(Murphy v. O'Shea, 2 J. & Lat. 422). But in the present case 
the evidence rebutted all suspicion of underhand dealing; by the 
terms of the agency the buyer’s name was not to be disclosed ; and 
there was the further circumstance proved that, of all probable 
buyers in the trade, a large number were, like the actual buyer, 
indebted to the defendants. The poesibility of their arrangements 
with him might not unreasonably have been anticipated by the 
plaintiffs. The conditions of the trade were peculiar, and, in the 
absence of proof of ill-faith, the interference of the rule of equity 
would have been a mistake. By drawing the above distinctions 
the courts managed to keep the case outside its letter, but it seems 
quite clear that it was well outside its spirit. 
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AN EXTRAORDINARY ATTEMPT was made in the case of Re Parfitt 
(reported elsewhere) to brush aside the Remuneration Order. 
Rule 112 (2) of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, provides that ‘‘ where 
the estimated assets of the debtor do not exceed the sum of £300, 
a lower scale of solicitors’ costs shall be allowed in all proceedings 
under the Act in which costs are payable out of the estate— 
namely, three-fifths of the charges ordinarily allowed, disburse- 
ments being added.’’ In the recent case the assets were under 
£300; but the costs of the solicitor who had acted for the trustee 
in the bankruptcy in respect of conveyancing business transacted 
by him were allowed by the taxing master on the higher scale, 
on the ground that the costs in question were not costs of ‘ proceed- 
ings under the Act,” and, being costs of conveyancing matters, rule 
112 did not apply, the scale in such case being regulated by the 
Remuneration Order, in accordance with regulation 2 of the 
General Regulations in Part 2 of the Appendix to,the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1883. The Board of Trade applied for a review of 
taxation, and contended that costs could only be allowed on the 
reduced scale prescribed by the bankruptcy rule. The case seemed 
almost unarguable, for the rule only applies to ‘‘ proceedings 
under the [Bankruptcy] Act,” and matters of conveyancing 
business cannot, without the utmost violence to language, be said 
to be “‘ proceedings” under the Act. Mr. Justice Cave had no 
doubt on the matter, and upheld the decision of the taxing master. 





Tue vate of the annual general meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society is the 12th of July, not the 10th, as was stated last 
week. 








VALUATIONS UNDER THE COPYHOLD ACTS. 


In Reg. v. Land Commissioners of England (37 W. R. 350, 538) 
the Court of Appeal took a large view of the powers of the Land 
Commissioners in respect of valuations made for the purpose of 
copyhold enfranchisements. The case related to a copyhold estate 
in Surrey, and valuers had been appointed under the Copyhold 
Acts to determine the value of the manorial and other rights and 
incidents. For the tenant this was put at £1,281; for the lord at 
£2,106. The matter was referred to the umpire for decision, and 
he, leaning to the side of the tenant, fixed it at £1,331. Every- 
thing so far had been duly done, and there was no suggestion that 
the umpire had proceeded on any wrong principle, or had omitted 
to take note of any known material fact. But before the com- 
missioners had adjudicated upon the result, the unusual circum- 
stance happened that it was put to the test of experience. 
The estate was sold by auction and realized £14,500. It ap- 
peared that this gave the value per acre to be about £2,600, 
whereas the umpire’s valuation had put it at £1,000. Ob- 
viously, then, the lord had been awarded much less than he 
was entitled to, and the question arose whether there was any 
remedy. 

Previous to the Copyhold Act of 1887 the procedure available 
for reviewing a valuation was regulated by section 8 of the Act of 
1852, and, with a slight modification, this is still in force ; but, so 
far at least as concerns the relations of the valuers and the com- 
missioners, it is practically superseded by section 11 of the recent 
Act. This provides that the valuers appointed under the provisions 
of the Copyhold Acts shall deliver the details of the valuation to 
the commissioners, and if it shall appear to them that the valuation 
is imperfect or erroneous, they may remit it for reconsideration or 
correction ; and, if the valuers neglect or refuse to amend it, the 
commissioners may, after due notice to the lord and to the tenant, 
and after fully considering all the circumstances brought before 
them, themselves determine the proper amount of compensation for 
the manorial and other rights and incidents. In the present case, 
the report of the umpire, shewing the details of his valuation, was 
duly delivered to the commissioners, and no fault would have been 
found but for the occurrence of the sale. This shewed that the 
result of the valuation was, in fact, wrong, but the power of the 
commissioners to interfere depended on whether the valuation itself 
was ‘‘imperfect or erroneous” within the meaning of the section, 
and clearly the two questions are distinct. 





The commissioners took the common-sense view that 9 valuation | presiding. 


which is wrong is erroneous, and in ‘writing to the tenant they 
said: “The value of the copyhold property is the most material 
element in ascertaining the compensation to be paid for enfranchise- 
ment, and if an error be made as to its value the valuation would 
be in an essential matter erroneous.” They acted, therefore, upon 
their statutory power, and remitted the award to the umpire for 
his reconsideration. To him, not unnaturally, the matter pre- 
sented itself in a different light, and he saw no reason to alter the 
result he had arrived at in the ordinary course of calculation and 
upon a consideration of all the facts before him. The valuation 
at any rate had been a sound one, although subsequent events 
might have interfered with the result. Had the final settlement 
rested with him it might have been difficult to compel him to perform 
his duty over again, but, under the section, the result of his 
declining to interfere was simply to relegate the matter to the 
commissioners, and they forthwith gave notice to the tenant that 
they would determine the value themselves. He then applied for 
a prohibition to restrain them from doing this, and the argument 
turned on the meaning of the words “‘ imperfect or erroneous.”? The 
court, consisting of Denman and Hawkurns, JJ., took a technical 
view of them, ascribing to each a definite meaning. ‘‘ Imperfect” 
meant the omission of some part of the subject-matter of valuation, 
and “‘ erroneous” meant the inclusion of some elements not admissible 
inlaw. At first sight there appears to be something to be said for this 
construction, but it must be noticed that the words are not necessarily 
thus restricted, and the general powers of the commissioners were 
left out of account. It errs, indeed, in looking too much at the 
quality of the valuation from the valuer’s point of view, and too 
little at the power of review reserved to the commissioners. In 
the Court of Appeal, as might have been expected, a different line 
was taken. With reference to the contention that the word 
“‘ erroneous”’ means “erroneous in principle,” Lord Esner, M.R., 
asked what there was so to limit the word. In his view a valua- 
tion was erroneous if it was wrong, though on right principles, 
just as much as if it were wrong and on wrong principles. The 
commissioners have to consider the general result of the valuation, 
and are not limited to examining whether it was in the first in- 
stance made in a formally correct manner. Hence, if, as in the 
present case, any fresh fact subsequently transpires, they are 
entitled to take notice of it, and alter the valuation accordingly. 
In the first place a reference back to the valuer must be made, but 
if he is obdurate they can then act entirely by themselves. In 
all cases the final decision rests with them, and they can accept the 
valuer’s report and statement of detaile, or utilize any other in- 
formation they may obtain. 

The position is summed up in Lord Esuer’s remark that the 
valuers are assessors and assistants to the commissioners, and not 
arbitrators. And the fact that they stand in this relation shews 
very clearly that, whatever may be the case with the award of an 
arbitrator whose decision is final, a valuer’s award under the 
Copyhold Acts is as much erroneous, if this appears to the commis- 
sioners from subsequent events, as it would be erroneous if facts 
existing to the knowledge of the valuer were not taken account of 
by him. The want of finality in the valuer’s award is the point 
that was overlooked by the Divisional Court, but which prevailed 
to bring about a reasonable solution of the question in the Court of 


Appeal. 








A numerously-attended meeting of solicitors practising or resid- 
ing in the Brixton and Kennington Divisions of the Borough of 
Lambeth was held on Wednesday evening at the infant schoolroom, 
Chapel-street, North Brixton, with Mr. W. J. Fraser, C.C., in the 
chair. The provisions of the Land Transfer Bill were discussed, 
and especially the compulsory part thereof. Resolutions were 
unanimously passed directing a letter, signed by all solicitors in the 
locality, to be addressed to the Marquis of Carmarthen, M.P. for 
Brixton, and Mr. Mark Beaufoy, M.P. for Kennington, asking 
them, in the interests of the public, to oppose the provisions in 
question. The chairman was directed to request the two members 
in question to make an appointment and to receive a deputation to 
present the letter and to enforce the views of the signatories. A 
cordial vote of thanks was passed to the President, Vice-President, 
and Council of the Incorporated Law Society for their just and 
energetic action, and also a vote of thanks to the chairman for 
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it down that while the statute would not apply in cases where 
CRUELTY TO ANIMALS. the cruelty made the animal more serviceable for the use of man, 
[x the recent case of Ford v. Wiley the Lord Chief Justice and | yet neither cock-fighting nor the chance of a prize at an exhibi- 
Mr. Justice Hawxkrys approached the question of cruelty to animals | tion were within this exception. The result, then, so far, is 
in a spirit sympathetic to the animals, and their decision is in con- | that the unnecessary abuse of which Wicurman, J., spoke is an 
flict with some previous cases in which the result has been on the | abuse which does not make the animal more serviceable for the 


side of the owners. A prosecution had been brought by the 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals under 12 & 13 
Vict. c. 92, s. 2, to test the legality of the practice of dishorning 
cattle. This is extensively carried on in Ireland, but was for 
many years unknown in England until its recent introduction 
into certain districts of Norfolk. The pain which it causes 
is undoubtedly very severe, and the strongest terms were ap- 
plied to it by the court. The Lord Chief Justice described the 
details as utterly disgusting, and spoke of the practice as detestable 
and brutal, while Mr. Justice Hawkins said it was accompanied 
with excruciating torture. Upon the other side three justifications 
were alleged. Two looked to the benefit of the owners, and were 
founded on the facts that polled cattle realize a slightly higher 
price than unpolled and that more of them can be packed together 
in feeding yards and in railway trucks. The third was put for- 
ward on behalf of the cattle, it being stated that injuries from 
goring were very much diminished; but it appeared from the evi- 
dence that the same result could be obtained by the slighter opera- 
tion of tipping. The main issue, therefore, was clearly defined 
between severe pain to the animals on the one side and pecuniary 
benefit and convenience to the owners on the other, while the 
further question arose incidentally as to the effect of an honest 
belief in the legality of an operation on the part of the operator. 


use of man. 

A further development, though now as it appears in the wrong 
direction, was given to the test in Lewis v. Fermor (85 W. R. 
378, 18 Q. B. D. 532), in which the alleged cruelty was the per- 
formance of the operation of spaying upon sows. This consists in 
cutting out the uterus and ovaries and removing them through an 
incision made in the animal’s flank. For the defence it was urged 
that the operator had a bond fide belief that the result would be 
to increase its pecuniary value, and this was allowed to be a good 
excuse. Two new points therefore were introduced. In the first 
place, it was allowed that an animal is made more serviceable 
to man, within the meaning of Murphy v. Manning, simply on 
account of the increase of its pecuniary value to the owner; and, 
in the second place, a mere belief that such would be the result 
was held to be sufficient, although the correctness of this 
might be doubted or disproved. Thus, in the words 
of Day, J., “Cruelty must be something which cannot 
be justified, and which the person who practises it knows cannot 
be justified.” Otherwise, as Witts, J., pointed out, the result 
would be to bring within the criminal law “people who act 
honestly and without any evil mind or motive.” Indeed, an opera- 
tion performed in the mistaken notion that it would cure a disease 
might thus become criminal. 

There remain, previous to the recent decision in Ford vy. 





The words of the statute are, ‘If any person shall, from 
and after the passing of this Act, cruelly beat, ill-treat, over- 
drive, abuse, or torture, or cause or procure to be cruelly beaten, 
il-treated, overdriven, abused, or tortured, any animal, every such 
offender shall, for every such offence, forfeit and pay a penalty not 
exceeding £5.” The previous Act of 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 59, had 
in place of the word “ cruelly ’’ the words ‘‘ wantonly and cruelly,” 
and in Brady v. J Argle (14 L. R. Ir. 174) it was remarked that 
the omission of the word ‘‘ wantonly’ was significant, and shewed 
that the Legislature did not intend that the presence of calcula- 


tion, deliberation, and motive in the minds of the perpetrators of | 


the act should condone the cruelty of their conduct. In the same 
case it had been argued that “cruelly” applied only to the word 
beat, but the point does not appear to have been taken in other 
cases, and indeed is not material. The offence aimed at is cruelty, 
and abusing and torturing have been held to be equally included 
whether the word ‘‘ cruelly ’”’ is attached to them in the statute or 
not. 

So far, then, the Legislature has merely enumerated a series 
of acts in which cruelty may lie, but has said nothing as to 
any test by which it is to be measured ; inasmuch, however, 
as pain is frequently inevitable, the courts have had to con- 
sider the principles upon which, consistently with the Act, it 
can be justified. One of the earliest cases was Budge v. Parsons 
(3 B. & S. 382), where a prosecution was brought for cruelly ill- 
treating, abusing, and torturing a cock. The offence consisted in 
putting it up to fight another cock after its thigh had been broken. 
The defence was that it is the nature of these birds to fight, but 
the court naturally ignored it, and affirmed the conviction. 
The importance of the case lies, however, in the terse dictum of 
Wicurmay, J., that ‘the cruelty intended by the statute is the un- 
necessary abuse of any animal.’’ The general word ‘ abuse,” 
therefore, of the statute, or ‘cruelly abuse,” if the two words go 
together, is abuse for which no necessity can be shewn, and the 
point next to be considered is the nature of the necessity which 
will be allowed to be a justification. 

Upon this point the case of Murphy v. Manning (25 W. RB. 
540, 2 Ex. D. 307) affords some guidance. There the pro- 
secution was brought for cutting the combs of cocks, and 
evidence was given that the operation caused very great pain, 
and was inflicted in order to fit the birds either for cock- 
fighting or winning prizes at exhibitions. The fact of the 


cruelty was found to be proved, and the court held that the 
above purposes were no justification. Ketty, C.B., put this on 
the ground that cock-fighting was illegal, and that, there- 
fore, the practice did not better fit the animal for the use of man 
or for any other lawful or proper purpose; and Crxasny, B., laid 





Wiley, three cases, two Irish and one Scotch, each relating to 
the practice of dishorning cattle. In the first, Brady v. 
|W Argle (supra), this was held to be illegal, and the true 
| ground was taken that the operation was not performed for 
the service of man generally, but only for the convenience and 
| profit of particular individuals. Having regard, too, to the pain 
| inflicted, it was held to be not only unnecessary, but also unreason- 
|able. This was a judgment of the Exchequer Division. In the 
| following year, 1885, the case of Callaghan v. Society for the Pre- 
vention of Cruelty to Animals (16 L. R, Ir. 325) came before the 
| Common Pleas Division, and a different decision was pronounced. 
The practice of dishorning cattle was now held to be a reasonable 
one, and necessary for the proper carrying on of the system of straw 
yard winter feeding, which is largely and profitably practised in 
many parts of Ireland. The generality of the practice and the 
effect which its abolition would have upon trade was its justifi- 
cation, and the pain caused by it does not seem to have very much 
impressed the judges. In the recent Scotch case of Renton v. 
Wilson (15 Court of Session Cases, 84), the new reason was alleged 
for the practice that it prevented the animals from goring each 
other, and as this was a useful purpose, and the operation was 
customary in certain districts, it was decided not to be cruelty within 
the statute. This differs, therefore, from the Irish cases in rely- 
ing upon the safety of the animals themselves, and upon the belief 
of their owners that the operation was necessary for their well- 
being and control. 

Upon this state of the law the case of Ford v. Wiley had to be 
decided. The grounds upon which the practice of dishorning was 
there justified have been already stated, and they included those 
previously alleged with success in both Ireland and Scotland, but 
they have now been held to be insufficient. The court differed 
from both the principles laid down in Lewis v. Fermor (supra)— 
viz., that the interests of the owners are an excuse for cruelty, 
and that an honest belief in the efficacy of a practice makes it 
lawful. No notice was taken of the difficulty suggested by 
Wuts, J., that honest ignorance may make a man a criminal, and 
|indeed there seems no necessity to push the requirement of 
criminal intent to this length. The Act is passed for the protec- 
tion of animals, and a man who undertakes to inflict pain must 
bear the risk of its being illegal. Even in the cure of disease, 
when once a barbarous remedy has been proved to be useless, the 
law may reasonably be invoked to stop it, though a merely 
nominal penalty need be imposed. On the same principle, 
in differing from Renton v. Wilson, the court practically 
decided that, even where the purpose is proper, the mere 
custom of employing a cruel method is no justification, if an 
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equally efficacious and less cruel one is possible. The further 
limitation was also introduced that in all cases, even where 
the purpose is lawful, the pain caused must be reasonably pro- 
portionate to the end to be attained, though this is my merely 
adopting the principle of Brady v. Mf Argle, that the abuse of 
the animal must be not only necessary, but reasonable. 

Assuming, then, that the decision in Ford v. Wiley will be 
followed, the law may be clearly developed from the dictum of 
Wicurman, J., that the cruelty aimed at by the statute is the 
unnecessary abuse of the animal. Abuse may be necessary when 
it has for its object to make the animal more fit for the serviee of 
man, but this implies the service of mankind in general, and not 
the profit or convenience of individuals; and even when ‘in this 
sense it is necessary, yet to be justified it must also be reasonable. 
In other words, there must first be an object which the law will 
allow, and then the pain inflicted in obtaining it must not be out 
of proportion to its importance. There remains the further quali- 
fication that where the object is lawful, yet it may not be 
sought to be attained in a painful manner where this tis really 
useless, or where a less painful one is equally efficacious, and the 
fact that the painful method is customary or the only one which 
the operator himself knows or believes in will not be an 
excuse. The case in question is a special one, owing to the strong 
view taken by the judges of the pain inflicted, but the general 
principles as thus laid down appear to be a fair carrying out of the 
objects of the statute. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF COURT. 


Wednesday, the 29:h day of May, 1889. 

WHEREAS, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice 
Kekewich respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 
assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice 
Stirling should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be trans- 
ferred to Mr. Justice Kekewich; Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth 
in the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. 
Justice Kekewich, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial and be 
marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be 
drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


First SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Chitty. 
Jones vSimes 1888 J 1,641 March18 
Williams v Nye 1889 W 358 March 25 
In re Geo. Stokes, dec, Cope v Stokes 1888 S 4,903 March 26 
Kendall v Lowles 1888 K 211 March 28 
In re Hall, dec, Eddison v Conyers 1888 H 1,460 March 30 
Harrod v Page 1888 H 3,546 March 30 
Serjeantson v Piele 1888 § 2,221 April 1 
Kirkley v Sutcliffe 1888 K 1,073 April 4 
Sampson-Low v Bentley 1888 S 4,533 April 8 
Deutsche Nahmaschinen Fabrik vonn Pfaff v Wertheim 
41 April 9 
Tinkler v Graves 1888 T 609 April 10 
Bournemouth Commrs v Holden 1888 B 
Lidiard vy Lamb 1888 L 2,909 April 11 
Coulson v Kennedy 1888 C 2,325 April 12 
In re J. H. Jones, dec, Biden v Jones 1888 J 
Galland v Scholefield 1889 G 196 April 13 
Cruikshank v D. Watney & Sons, ld 1888 C 3,192 
Blagrove v Blagrove 1888 B 2,737 April 17 
mag re Wormald, dec, Whitaker v Paley 
pril 17 
Van Gelder, Apsimon, & Co v Sowerby Bridge United District Flour 
Socy,]d 1888 V 774 April 17 


SEconD ScHEDULE. 

From Mr. Justice North. 
Brenan v Schofield 1888 B 2,856 Jan 24 
Norfolk y Keene 1888 N 975 Jan 24 
Stevens v Petty & Wife 1888 8 4,326 Jan 25 
In re Stone, Hicks v Stone 1888 8S 2,383 Jan 28 
Hargreaves v Fuller 1888 H 2,404 Jan 29 
Hicks v Stone 1888 H 1,889 Jan 29 


1888 D 
3,221 April 10 


1,516 April 13 
April 16 


1887 W 4,532 





d 


~~ fs yd Patent Gravity Switchback Ry Co, ld 1888 G 
» 5) Jan 29 

Myez: v Catterson 1887 M 5,103 Jan 31 

Trittca 7 Tritton 1887 T 833 Feb2 

Hersertcon v Bowser, Ormston, & Co 1888 H 1,304 Feb8 
Thomas v Thomas 1888 T 863 Feb 12 

Lewis v Dutton 1888 L 2,674 Feb 13 

Clarke v Roberts 1888 C 3,699 Feb 14 

Scott vSnepp 1888 S 2,663 Feb 15 


Hunt v Woods 1888 H 1,232 Feb18 
Blore v Ashby 1888 B 3,835 Feb 19 
Reinhardt v Mentasti Brothers 1888 R 1,550 Feb 19 


Rogers v Loibl 1887 R 2,922 Feb 21 
Avill & Smart, ld v Grover 1888 A 385 
Neville v Wilson 1888 N 1,172 Feb 22 


Feb 21 


Maynard v Toby, Toby v Maynard, Chivers vy Maynard 1888 M 
2,794 Feb 23 

Macevoy v Holt 1888 M 3,602 Feb 25 

In re Hutchings, Hutchings v Dealtry 1886 H 3,991 March 2 

In re Shaw, Rumsey v Shaw 1888 S 2,427 March 2 

Davies v Nash 1888 D 1,776 March 7 

Legge v Norsworthy 1888 L 2,205 March8 

Fothergill v Evans 1889 F 206 March 9 

Williamson v Hine Brothers 1888 W 294 March 11 

In re Parsons, Schreiber v Hayward 1888 P 1,310 March 12 

In re Wetmore, Sharpe v Cornock 1888 W 1,230 March 13 

Rhys v Powell 1888 R 1,217 March 13 

Tottman v McMullen 1888 T 1,232 March 15 

Wood v Jones 1889 W 74 March19 

Tomkinson v Baron Penrhyn 1888 T 1,106 March 22 

Bartlett v Bishop 1888 B 597 March 27 

Gill v Shelton 1888 G 2,569 March 29 

In re Metcalfe, Metcalfe v Metcalfe 1888 M 92 April 1 


Bateman v Holborn Restaurant, 1d 1888 B 4,216 April 2 
Linton v Vavaseur& Co 1888 L 2,543 April 2 
Darby v Newman 1888 D 804 April 16 


Tutrp ScHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srirling. 

Stone v Dimmer 1888 S 4,664 Jan 16 
Wilkins v Marchant, Marchant v Wilkins 
Freeman v Freeman 1888 F 1,063 Jan 22 
Friend v Ball 1888 F 1,674 Jan 28 
In re Churcher, In re Holmes, Forrester vy Holmes 

Jan 30 
In re Lillie, Lillie v Carswell 
In re Lillie, Lillie v Carswell 
Pelletier v Jessen 1888 P 
Burford v Sibly 1888 B 
Reilly v Booth 1888 R 942 
Gray v Smith, Bennett v Gray 
Wallis v Sayers 1884 W 3,291 Feb7 
Wallis v Sayers 1888 W 1,071 Feb7 
Wooldridge v Whitehead 1888 W 2,399 Feb7 
Theologo & Son v Spartali & Co, Philippides v Theologo & Co 

T 1,123 Feb9 
Hartley v Watson 1888 H 


1888 W_ 2,208 


Jan 21 


1888 C 2,669 


1878 L 

1878 L 249 
2,498 Feb 2 
5,280 Feb 4 
Feb 7 
1888 G 


249 Feb2 
Feb 2 


1,371 Feb7 


1885 
2.724 Feb13 


Evens v Ellis 1888 E 641 Feb 21 

Roberts v Roberts 1888 R 1,416 Feb 22 
Brand v Dellagana 1888 B 6010 Feb 25 
Ayres v Rook 1888 A 940 Feb 27 

Hamond v Gurney & Co 1888 H_ 3,462 Feb 27 
Enderwick v Allden 1888 E 1,297 Feb 27 
S.rgent v Sturge 1888 S 2,506 March 2 
Hawes v Andrade 1888 H 3,670 March 5 


Gen Public Works & Assets Cold v Engel 1888 G 1,509 March 6 


Medland v Universal Stock Exchange Cold & ors 1888 M 1,469 
March 9 

Figgisv Bruce 1888 F 673 March 9 

Worman v Worman 1888 W 2,365 March 12 

McMurray v Cadwell 1888 M 3,436 March 13 

Parry v Pym 1887 P 3,303 March 14 


Cockburn v Crisp, Crisp v Cockburn 1888 C 1,528 March 18 
Johnson vHobman 1889 J 47 March 18 
Brown v J. Hall & Co 1888 B 3,127 March 19 
Newman v Stone 1888 N 1,393 March 21 
Daw v Woodcock 1888 D 1,605 March 28 
Martyr v Blackaby 1888 M 2,593 March 28 
Baker v Neath & Bristol Steamship Cold 1889 B 152 April2 
Stearman v Southern Counties Deposit Bk ld 1888 S 4,520 April 3 
Vestry of St Luke’s Middx v Regents Canal City and Docks Ry Oo 
1889 § 221 April 3 
Sershall v Bott 1889 S 571 April 3 
Haussury, C. 


N.B.—Parties concerned in cases in the above Transfer List must 
be ready for trial before Mr. Justice Kekewich on and after the first 
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day of Trinity Sittings, 1889. Actions not ready for trial in their 
turn will be placed in a Deferred List, and not taken until all the 
others have been disposed of. 





The following is a list of the cases transferred arranged in the 
order in which they will come into the paper :— 
1889. 
Stirling, J. 16 January 
» 


” = 


North, J. 


Stone v Dunmer 

Wilkins v Marchant 

Freeman v Freeman 

Brenan v Schofield 

Norfolk v Keene 

Stevens v Petty and Wife 

Re Stone, Hicks v Stone 

Friend v Ball 

Hicks v Stone 

Hargreaves v Fuller 

Grant v Thompson’s Patent, &c., Switch- 
back Railway ” 

ReChurcher, Re Holmes, Forrester vHolmes Stirling, J. 

Myers v Catterson North, J 

Tritton v Tritton ” 

Re Lillie, Lillie v Carswell Stirling, J. 

Re Lillie, Lillie vy Carswell 

Pelletier v Jessen 

Burford v Sibly 9 

Reilly v Booth - 

Gray v Smith, Bennett v Gray 9 

Wallis v Sayers 

Wallis v Sayers 

Wooldridge v Whitehead 

Herbertson v Bowser, Ormston, & Co. 

Theologo & Sons vSpartali & Co., Pillipides 
v Theologo & Co, 

Thomas v Thomas 

Lewis v Dutton es 

Hartley v Watson Stirling, J. 

Clark v Roberts North, J. 

Scott v Snepp ” 

Hunt v Woods “ 

Blore v Ashby a 

Reinhardt v Mentasti Bros. 

Rogers v Loibl 

Avill & Smart, Ld., v Grover 

Evens v Ellis 

Neville v Wilson 

Roberts v Roberts Stirling, J. 

Maynard v Toby, Toby v Maynard North, J. 

Macevoy v Holt . 25 

Brand v Dellagana Stirling, J. 

Ayres v Rooke * 

Hamond v Gurney & Co. vs 

Enderwick v Allden 4“ i 

Re Hutchings, Hutchings v Dealtry North, J. 2 March 

Re Shaw, Rumsey v Shaw ‘a 2 

Sargent v Sturge Stirling, J. 2 

Hawes v Andrade eS 5 

General Public Works and Assets Co., Ld., 


” = 


Stirling, J. 
North, J. 


‘ 
” ad 


North, J. 


Stirling, J. 9 
North, J. 


” 


” 


Stirling, J. 
North, J. 


” 
” 


” 


v Engei ‘a 6 a 
Davies v Nash North, J. 7 - 
Legge v Norsworthy % S « 
Fothergill v Evans sa , « 
Medland v Universal Stock Exchange Co., 

Ld., and Others Stirling,J. 9  ,, 
Figgis v Bruce a _ 
Williamson v Hine Bros. North, J. 11 os 
Re Parsons, Schreiber v Hayward as 6s 
Worman v Worman Stirling, J. 12 ,, 
Re Wetmore, Sharp v Cornock North, J. is? —& 
Rhys v Powell = 13 ag 
McMurray v Cadwell Stirling, J. 13 ,, 
Parry v Pym a My a 
Tottman v McMullen North, J. ae 
Jones v Symes Chitty, J. me %& 
Cockburn v Crisp, Crisp v Cockburn Stirling, J. 18  ,, 
Johnson v Hobman 7 i 
Wood v Jones North, J. _ 
Brown v J. Hall & Co. Stirling, J. 19 ,, 
Newman v Stone +s — 
Tomkinson v Baron Penrhyn North, J. 3 Cy 
Williams v Nye Chitty, J. 2. ys 
Re G. Stokes, Cope v Stokes ‘a - an 
Bartlett v Bishop North, J. Sits 





Kendall v Lowlee 


Chitty, J. 





Daw v Woodcock Stirling, J. 28 ,, 
Martyr v Blackaby ‘i Ds ss 
Gill v Sheldon ee x 
Re Hall, Eddison v Conyers Chitty,J. 30 ,, 
Harrod v Page ‘a — 
Sergeantson v Piele * 1 April 
Re Metcalfe, Metcalfe v Metcalfe North, J. Re 
Bateman v Holborn Restaurant, Ld. - 
Linton v Vavaseur & Co. ‘ 2 * 
Baker v Neath and Bristol Steamship 

Co., Ld. Stirling, J. 2 ,, 
Steerman v Southern Counties Deposit 

Bank, Ld. oe S a 
Vestry of St. Luke's, Middlesex v Regent’s 

Canal, City, and Docks Railway Co. és eS 
Sershall v Bott ” a se 
Kirkley v Sutcliffe Chitty, J 4 ,, 
Sampson-Low v Bentley oa e 
The Deutsche Fabrik Vonn Pfaff 

v Wertheim e oe  « 
Trinkler v Graves pl - 
Bournemouth Commissioners v Holden Pe ~~ ¢s 
Lidiard v Lamb “ im 
Coulson v Kennedy Be me ae 
Re J. H. Jones, Biden v Jones ‘s i. (Cy 
Galland v Scholefield ‘ os «ws 
Cruikshank v D. Watney & Sons, Ld. ‘é Sw 
Darby v Newman North, J. 6 -. 
Blagrove v Blagrove Chitty,J. 17 ,, 
Van Gelder Apsimon & Co. v Sowerby 

Bridge, &c., Society * Sy « 
Re Smith Wormald, Whitaker v Paley a a 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
TRINITY VACATION, 1889. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court in the Trinity Vacation. 

During the vacation all applications which may require to be 
immediately or pea heard are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Denman. or the Honourable Mr. Justice A. L. Smith. 

Mr. Justice Denman will act as vacation judge from Saturday, 
June Sth, till Wednesday June 12th, both days inclusive. His lord 
ship will sit in Queen’s Bench judges’ chambers on Tuesday, 
June 11th, and Wednesday, June 12th. On other days within the 
above period, applications in urgent chancery matters may be made to 
his lordship at his private residence, No. 8, Cranley-gardens, South 
Kensington, 8.W. 

Mr. Justice A. L. Smith will act as vacation judge from Thursday, 
June 13th, till Monday, June 17th, both days inclusive. His lord- 
ship will sit in Queen’s Bench judges’ chambers on Monday, June 
17th. On other days within the above period, applications in 
urgent chancery matters — be made to his lordship at 53, Lans- 
downe-road, Kensington Park, W. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies 
of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, 
on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may 
consider the applicant entitled to, and an envelope capable of receiv- 
ing the papers, and addressed as follows :—Chancery Official Letter : 
To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal 
Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

Royal Courts of Justice, May 29, 1889. 








A great State trial before the Assizes at Mons, Belgium, of 27 men accused 
of having conspired against the safety of the State terminated on Saturday 
in the acquittal of all of them except Laloi and André, agents provocateurs, 
and Hublet (accused of a minor offence). It was proved during the trial 
that the scheme was the work of agents provocateurs, some of whom had 
even been in direct communication with certain Ministers. 


The Court of Appeal of Paris, says the correspondent of the Zimes, con- 
firmed a judgment annulling the will of a Frenc named Louis August 
Travers, who died in 1883, and left his money to the London workhouses 
or poor. He instructed his executor to co’ his body to — just 
off the English coast, declared that France had always a him, 
that the French were a nation of dastards and fools, and that he only 
wished he had milliards, that he might give them to the English, the born 
enemies of — France. The Oourt held that the London poor and 
workhouses no legal representatives, and that sych anti-patriotic senti» 
ments indicated insanity. . 
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MR. SERJEANT ROBINSON ON THE BENCH AND BAR. 


Mr. SERJEANT Rosrnson has just published a volume of Reminis- 
cences* of singular merit. Not o are there very many good 
stories, but they are uncommonly well told, and the writer carries 
on his reader with unflagging interest through all his varied reminis- 
— One of the most singular characters he describes is Serjeant 
Arabin : 

Serjeant Arabin, he says, besides being Judge of the Sheriff's Court, was 
a Commissioner of the Central Criminal Court. He was a thin, old, wizen- 
faced man, very eccentric in his ideas and expressions, and more so in his 
logic. One of the members of the bar made a collection of his sayings, 
and called it “ Arabiniana,’”’ and afew copies were printed for private 
circulation. I never possessed a copy, but I remember one or two of its 
pithy aphorisms. In sentencing a prisoner who had been convicted of 

property from his employer, he thus addressed him : ‘‘ Prisoner at 
the Bar, if ever there was a clearer case than this of a man robbing his 
master, this case is that case.’? Again he had to pass judgment on a 
middle-aged man, who had been tried and convicted upon two or three 
indictments and had then pleaded guilty to more. Arabin said, 
“* Prisoner at the Bar, you have been found guilty on several indictments, 
and it is in my power to subject you to transportation for a period very 
considerably beyond the term of your natural life; but the court, in its 
mercy, will not go as far as it lawfully might go, and the sentence is that 
you be transported for two periods of seven years each.” 

A queer scene occurred at one of the evening sittings, which may be worth 
recording. Serjeant Arabin had come down from the dining-room, with 
the alderman on the rota, and they took their seats upon the Bench, the 
countenances of both bearing testimony that their afternoon’s carouse 
hed not been a light one, The prisoner first upon the list was in the 
dock, and the prosecutor was in the witness-box, so that all was ready for 
the trial. There was no counsel in the case, and, that being so, the 
judge always examined the witnesses from the written depositions which 
were taken by the magistrate and returned to the court by him. Now 
Arabin was very short-sighted, and also very deaf. On this occasion he 
unluckily took up a set of depositions which had no reference to the 
prisoner at the Bar : the charge against him being that of stealing a 
pocket-handkerchief, while the ——- attention was fixed upon a charge 
of stealing a watch. Holding the abortive writing close to the light, and 
peering at it through his spectacles, he began his examination. 

Judge. ‘‘ Well, witness, your name is John Tomkins.” 

Witness. ‘‘ My lord, my name is Job Taylor.” 

Judge. ** Ah! I see you are a sailor, and you live in the New Cut."’ 

Witness. ‘No, wy lord, I live at a 

Judge. ‘* Never mind your being outshopping. Had you your watch in 
your pocket on the 10th of November ?’’ 

Witness. ‘I never had but one ticker, my lord, and that has been at 
the pawn-shop for the last six months.’’ 

Judge. ‘*Who asked you how long you had had the watch? Why 
can’t you say yesorno! Well, did you see the prisoner at the Bar?’’ 

‘* Yes, of course I did,” said the witness in a loud tone of voice, for he 
began to be a little confused by the questions put to him. 

Judge. ‘‘That’s right, my man, speak up and answer shortly. Did the 
prisoner take your watch ?”’ : 

Witness. (Ina still louder tone.) ‘I don’t know what you're driving 
at; how could he get it without the ticket, and that I had left with the 
missus?” 


Arabin, who heard distinctly the whole of the last answer, threw him- 
self back in his chair, adjusted his glasses, and glared at the witness-box 
with a look of disgust. At last he threw down the tions to an 
elderly counsel, who was seated at the barrister’s table, and said. 

‘*Mr. Ryland, I wish you would take this witness in hand and see 
whether you can make —e of him, for I can’t.” 

Now Ryland had been gat the three o’clock dinner, too, and he 
was never behind-hand in doing honour to the civic hospitality. He 
stood up, stared ferociously (for he had a countenance that could do it to 
perfection) at the unlucky witness, and, turning round and looking up at 
the Bench, observed, 

‘* My lord, it is my profound belief that this man is drunk.’’ 

‘It’s a remarkable coincidence, Mr. Ryland,’’ said the judge, ‘‘ that is 
ag nee d the idea that has been in my for the last ten minutes. It 

d that witnesses should come into a sacred court of justice like 
this, in such a state of intoxication.” Then, leaning over his desk to the 
deputy-clerk of arraigns, who was seated below him, he said, ‘‘ Mr. Mosely, 
don’t allow this witness one farthing of expenses, I'll puta stop to this 
scandal if I can.” 

T need hardly say that the source of the mistake was discovered, and 
the witness got his expenses in the end. 

It is further recorded of Arabin that, in sentencing a man to a com- 
paratively light punishment, he used these words : 

‘* Prisoner at the Bar, there are mitigating circumstances in this case 
that induce me to take a lenient view of it; and I will therefore give you 
a chance of redeeming a character that you have irretrievably lost.’’ 

Again, he once said to a witness: ‘‘My good man, don’t go gabbling 
on so. Hold your tongue, and answer the question that is put to you.’’ 

Arabin prided himself very much on the faculty <u 
ing faces he had once seen, and the t was that he often old 
acquaintanceship with the rogues and thieves that were brought before 
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him. A young urchin, who had been found guilty of some petty larceny, 
came up for sentence. 

“* This is not the first time,” said tho judge, ‘*T have seen your face, 
nS Ee, es pee Se ee . You know very well we 
ave met before.’’ 

‘** No,”’ said the boy, who began to whimper ; “it’s the first time I was 
ever here, your worship. I hope you will have mercy, my lord.” 

** Don’t tell me that,’ said Arabin. ‘I can't be deceived. Your face 
—-= me. Gaoler, do you know anything of this young- 
The gaoler answered: ‘‘Oh! » my lord; he’s a bad boy, a 
constant associate of thieves. He's been badly brought up, my Tord. 
His mother ape utable house in itechapel.”’ 

** Ah,” said Arabin, ‘‘ I knew I was right. I was quite sure your face 
was well known to me.”’ 


With regard to Mr. Southgate, Q.C., and Mr. Joshua Williams, 
Q.C. (a valued and lamented contributor to this journal), Mr. Serjeant 
Robinson has much of interest to say. He remarks : 


It does often happen, however, that genius and suffice to 
overcome all ap t obstacles, whether mental or bodily, and the 
selection of a professional career, which, according to all human foresight, 
would seem doomed to failure, has in the result an astounding success. 

I have in my mind at this moment an instance in the case of my late 
intimate friend, Thomas Southgate, Q.C. I believe, in his infancy, he 
was struck with what is called infantile paralysis, which, while im- 
age the physical powers, leaves the faculties of the mind intact. 

is features were distorted; his right arm was palsied, and he could 
only write with his left hand. His movement from to place was 
rather a shuffle than a walk, and his speech was affected, though not 
unpleasantly so. With all these seeming disqualifications, and against 
the well-meant advice of his relatives and friends, he determined on 
going to the Bar. He soon got into practice, and eventually became 
one of the most distinguished amo’ ose members of the fession 
who attached themselves to the ancery Courts. He Joshua 
Williams, Q C., had the hest compliment paid them that any Y= 
practitioner could well receive. When the serjeants contem : 

of Serjeants’ Inn, these two counsel were unanimously selected 

y the eighteen Common Law judges as well as by the non-judicial 
members to advise them as to their position and their rights, and 
continued to act in the character of their advisers until the sale 
the partition were completed. 

To be thus chosen by the judges of the land from the whole body of the 
Bar, was a just tribute to their talents and their distinction. Sou 

uired a very large fortune. A few years before he died he made it a 

e that he would not make his ap ce in court for any client fora 
less fee than fifty guineas, and he told me that during the year before he 
came to this resolve, his professional receipts amounted to twelve thousand 
guineas. He was a most amiable, and I need scarcely say, a most intelligent 
man, and a highly interesting com ion. There never was a greater 
contrast between the ostensible and the real—the ag ape and the mental 
—attributes of any individual than was exhibited career. 


Can it be that the counsel mentioned in the following passage is 
still living, and still unrepressible ? 

I remember another case of a barrister, then recently called, appearing 
before the Court of Ap » over which the Master of the Rolla, the 
Sir George Jessel, p . The novitiate had evidently — a most 
elaborate statement of his case, and seemed determined that it should be 
heard throughout. He age forth argument after argument into the 
unwilling ears of the ju , who tried in vain to put an end to him. 
If ever there was a j who could put down a ganktant and implacable 
advocate, and make him think less of himeelf than was hubitual to him, it 
was Sir George Jessel; but in this instance he was overmatched. The 
enemy had always some fresh point to open out, and of course it must be 
listened to before it could be refuted. At length he mentioned one, 
which Sir pap ack ny he would at once refuse to hear discussed—it ought 
to have been in the court below. 
“But, my lord, I did take it in the court below, and the judge stopped 
me.”’ 
The chief revived. He looked forward over his desk, and said earnestly 
to his persecutor, 

**Do you mean really to say, sir, that he stopped you?”’ 

** Yes, my lord; he really atop me.” 

** Did he ?” said the chief ; ‘ rg would much oblige me by telling me 
how he did it ; the process may be useful to me in future.” 

Mr. Serjeant Robinson adds some new stories (new, at least, to us) 
to the many told of Mr. Justice Maule :— 


A witness who had given his evidence in such a way as satisfied e 
oy in he ay oo he was committing perjury, being cautioned by the 
udge, al 
’ My Lord, you may believe me or not, but I have stated not a word 
that is false, for I have been wedded to truth from my infancy,” 
‘* Yes, sir,’ said Maule, ‘‘ but the question is how long you have been a 


Nothing would restrain him, if an out-of-the-way notion came into his 
head, y if it was a satirical one. On a question of costs coming 


before he 

@ novel application. I am asked to declare 
whet cuneeeep te Sas en eee Scene ©, S Soe s 
have less to do with the case than even I have, ought to pay the costs. I 
do not believe that any such absurd law has ever been laid down—although, 
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it is true, I have not yet seen the last number of the Queen’s Bench 


e was trying once a man charged with an assault upon a female. 
The defence set up was consent on the part of the prosecutrix, 
and Maule soon made up his mind thyt there was abundant 
ground for it; but it was a question for the jury, although 
in summing up he pretty clearly indicated to them his opinion as to 
the course they ought to take. But, as often happens when an interesting 

‘oung specimen of the other sex is concerned, juries are apt to wink at 
ittle foi which they would not tolerate in theirown. In this instance 
they seemed for a long time very reluctant to adopt the judge’s view; but 
he generally got his own way, and, having interposed with two or three 
sarcastic remarks during their deliberations, they at length acquitted the 
priecner ; whom Maule addressed in these words : 

“Let me, my man, give you a bit of advice. The next time you indulge 
in these unseemly familiarities, I recommend you to insist on your 
accomplice giving her consent in writing, and take care that she puts her 
signature to the document, otherwise, it seems to me, you may get 
before a jury who will be satisfied with nothing else.” 





CASES OF THE WEEK.* 


Court of Appeal, 
Re EBSWORTH AND TIDY’S CONTRACT—No. 2, 24th May. 


Vanpor 4nd Purcnaser—Oxnsections To TitLeE—MortGace To TRUSTEES 
or Buitpinc Socrery—Power or SALE Given TO TrusTEES—WINDING 
up oF Society as UNREGISTERED CompaANy—Power or LIQquriDATORS TO 
SELL AND CONVEY MortGacep Property—TitHe ReNtT-cHARGE—ApP- 
PORTIONNENT—REsTRICTIVE CovENANT—SALE wiTHOouT Notice—Com- 
PANIES Act, 1862, ss. 95, 96, 199, 203. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 301). The 
question was whether a vendor of real estate had shewn a good title to the 
property. The title was traced through a mortgage in fee by a former 
owner to the trustees of a building society (not incorporated). The mort- 
gage contained a power for the trustees for the time being of the society 
if and when required by the directors, to sell the property, in case of 
default in payment by the mortgagor, and it was provided that the 
receipts of the trustees should be sufficient discharges for the purchase- 
motiey. The society was afterwards ordered to be wound up as an unreg- 
istered company, under section 199 of the Companies Act, 1862, and six 
of the directors were appointed official liquidators. Section 199 provides 
that in such a case “‘ all the provisions of this Act with respect to winding 
up shall apply to such a company” with certain exceptions. By section 
203, ‘‘If any unregistered company has no power to sue and be sued in a 
common name, or if, for any reason, it appears expedient, the court may, 
4 the order for winding up such company, or by any subsequent order, 
direct that all such property, real and personal, including all interest, 
claims, and rights in, to, and out of property, real and personal, and 
including things in action, as may belong to or be vested in the company, 
or to or in any person or persons on trust for or on behalf of the com- 
pany, or any part of such property, is to vest in the official liquidator or 
official liquidators by his or their official name or names, and thereupon 
the same, or such part thereof as may be specified in the order, shall vest 
acco ly.”’ By section 95, ‘‘ The official liquidator shall have power, 
with the sanction of the court, to do the following things (inter alia) :—to 
sell the real and personal property, &c., of the company, with power to 
transfer the whole thereof to any person or company, or to sell the same 
in parcels.’ And by section 96, ‘‘The court may provide by any order 
that the official Jiquidator may exercise any of the above powers without 
the sanction or intervention of the court.’ In the present case the order 
appointing the six liquidators provided that ‘‘all the acts required or 
authorized by the Act to be done by the official liquidator may be done 
by any two of the said official liquidators,’’ and another order was made 
vesting in the official liquidators (in the terms of rection 203) all the pro- 
perty, &c., of the,society. Two of the six liquidators afterwards sold the 
mortgaged yroperty to a predecessor of the present vendor, and executed 
a deed by which they purported to convey the legal estate tohim. The 
present purchaser objected that the power of sale contained in the mort- 
gage could only be exercised by the trustees of the society to whom it was 
given, and that the legal estate, which was vested in the six liquidators, 
could not be conveyed by two of them. North, J., held that, by virtue of 
the above sections of the Companies Act and the orders made under 
them, the liquidators could exercise the power of sale, and that two of 
them could convey the legal estate. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) agreed 
with North, J., that two of the six liquidators could exercise the power 
of sale. But Corron and Fry, L.JJ., held (Lord Esuer, M.R., dis- 
senting) that two of the liquidators could not convey the legal estate, 
which was vested in the six. 

Another objection to the title was, that the property, in common with 
adjacent property (not belonging to the vendor), of which it had 
formerly been part, was subject to one tithe rent-charge. The pur- 
chaser insisted that the vendor was bound to procure an apportionment 
of the tithe rent-charge, so that the purchaser should not be liable to 
psy more than the eee corresponding to the extent of the land 
purchased by him. The sale was not made subject to any condition as to 
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apportionment. North, J., held that, in the gbsence of agreement, there 
was no such obligation om the part of the véntor. ‘ 

Tus Court the decision. They said that, whether a vendor 
would or would not be bound to procure an apportionment of titho rent- 
charge, if he were parting UP for sale in lots the whole of a property 
which was subject to one tithe rent-charge, there was no such obligation 
on the part of the vendor of property which was subject to a tithe 
rent-charge in common with —— belonging to other persons. 

A third objection to the title was, that the property was subject to a 
covenant restricting the nature of the buildings which might be erected 
upon it. The purchaser had no notice of this covenant until the 
abstract of title was delivered. The vendor was the trustee in the bank- 
ruptcy of a man who was tenant by the curtesy of the property. North, 
J., held that there was nothing to shew that the value of the bankrupt’s 
life estate would be diminished by the existence of the covenant, and he 
overruled the objection. 

Tue Court held the objection a good one, on the ground that, after 
the completion of the purchase, the purchaser would be entitled to apply 
to the court under the Settled Estates Act for a sale of the property, and 
that the selling value of the property would be diminished by the 
restrictive covenant.—OovunsgEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and P. F. Wheeler ; 
Everitt, Q.C., and 7. C. Wright. Soutcrrors, EB. Dean ; Terrell, Atkinson, 
$ Winstaniy. 


Re DEANE, BRIDGER v. DEANE—No, 2, 23rd May. 


SETTLEMENT—APPOINTMENT IN Fraup or Power—Po.icy or A88URANCE ON 
Lirg or SetrLor—Svurrenpagr or Poricy—Receiet or SURRENDER VALUE 
BY SgstTrLor—ReEstiTvuTION—Measvre or Liasi.iry. 


In this case a question arose as to the measure of the liability of a settlor, 
who had derived a benefit by the exercise of a power of appointment contained 
in the settlement in such a way as to be a fraud on the power, to make 
restitution to the objects of the power. In March, 1834, the settlor 
assigned a policy of assurance for £2,000 on his own life, and all bonuses 
payable thereunder, to trustees, upon trust after his death for his three 
children, A., H., and S., in such shares as he should by deed or will 
appoint, and in default of appointment for the three obildren equally. 
He afterwards entered into a covenant to — up the premiums. In 1852 the 
settlor by deed. appointed the policy, and all bonuses payable thereunder, 
to his daughter A. She then surrendered the policy to the insurance 
company for £897, which sum she handed over to her father. He paid 
her thereout £150, and retained the remainder himself. He died in 1887. 
If the policy had been kept up, its value, with bonuses, at the time of his 
death would have been £5,470. The action was brought by A. and 8S. 
against the administratrix of the settlor and the administratrix of H., to 
set aside the appointment to A. as a fraud on the power, and to compel 
the estate of the settlor to make good to the trust estate the loss which 
had resulted from the transaction. Kekewich, J., held that the appoint- 
ment was a fraud on the power, and that the estate of the testator was 
liable to make good what would have been received by virtue of the 
gol, - it had been kept up, and not merely what the settlor had actually 
received. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision, except that they held that the plaintiff A., having been a 
party to the fraud, was not entitled to complain of it, and that she could 
not have any share in the sum recovered from the settlor’s estate.— 
CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and W. D. Rawlins ; Warmington, Q.C., and 
Simmonds ; Barber, Q.C., and P. B. Abraham. Souticrtors, Robbins, Billing, 
§ Co.; Bridger § Son; T. F. Adshead. 


TURTON v, TURTON—No. 2, 22nd May. 


Trape NaMe—Useg OF SIMILAR NAME—D&FENDANT HAVING SAME NAME AS 
PLamntirF—FRavuD—INIUNCTION, 


This was an appeal from the decision of North, J. (ante, p. 317). The 
action was brought to restrain the defendants from using a trade name 
similar to that of the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs were a limited company, 
incorporated under the Companies Acts, their corporate name being 
‘‘Thomas Turton & Sons (Limited).’’ The company were the successors 
in business of a firm which had carried on business for many years as 
Thomas Turton & Sons, and had acquired a high reputation in the trade. 
Tne defendants were John Turton and his two sons. John Turton had 
carried on for some years a business similar to that of the plaintiffs, in the 
same town, as ‘‘ John Turton & Co.’’ In June, 1888, he took his two sons 
into partnership with him, and they then adopted ‘* John Turton & Sons” 
as the name of their firm. It was admitted that they had done this 
honestly, and that they had done nothing, beyond the mere use of the 
name, to represent their business or their goods as the business or goods 
of the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs claimed an injunction to restrain ‘the 
defendants from carrying on their business under the firm of “‘ John 
Turton & Sons,’’ or any other firm or style so closely resembling the 
plaintiffe’ name as to be calculated to deceive. There was evidence that 
the plaintiffs’ predecessors in business had been generally known and 
spoken of as ‘‘‘Lurton & Sons,’’ and that this name had, since the forma- 
tion of the plaintiff company, been still generally used to describe them, 
and that the name which the defendants had adopted would certainly lead 
to confusion, and cause orders intended for the plaintiffs to go to the 
defendants, and that a few such mistakes had already occurred. The 
defendants adduced evidence to contradict this, and they relied on the fact 
that they were doing nothing but using a name which was the natural and 
accurate description of their firm. North, J., granted an injunction, 
being of opinion that the defendants’ name was calculated to deceive, 





though he acquitted them of any intention of using it for the purpose of 
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deception. He held, on the authority of Hendriks v. Montagu (17 Oh. D. 
638), that it was not necessary for the plaintiffs to prove a fraudulent 
intention on the part of the defendants, but that it was sufficient to shew 
that the defendants’ name was in fact calculated to deceive. 

Tue Court (Lord Esxer, M.R., and Oorron and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed 
the decision. Lord Esxer, M.R., said that it was not now alleged, and it 
had certainly not been proved, that the defendants had done anything in 
the way of their trade which tended to give any other meaning to their 
firm name of ‘‘ John Turton & Sons” than that the father was carrying on 
business in partnership with his two sons. They had not done anything 
with the intention of i firm name look like that of the plain- 
tiffs. They had not, as had happened in some cases of a similar nature, 
‘* garnished ’’ the name so as to make it look like that of the plaintiffs. It 
was at first alleged that the defendants had done something to make their 
ay: look like the plaintiffs’ goods, but that ch had been withdrawn. 

e defendants had done nothing but carry on their business in such a 
way as to state that the father was carrying on business in partnership 
with his sons. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiffs, as a matter of 
law, that if a defendant did no more than this, and then, by reason of 
the similarity of the two names, orders intended for the — went b 
mistake to the defendant, or — sent to the defendant orders whic 
they really intended for the plaintiff, that was a sufficient ground for 
restraining the defendant from using his name. Oareless le might 
not notice the difference between the Ohristian names of the ioe firms, 
but the mistakes would arise through the blunders of careless people. The 
case would be very different if the defendants had done anything to cause 
those blunders, but they had simply stated the exact truth—that the 
father was carrying on business in partnership with his sons. Suppose 
they did this, and it was pointed out to them that their doing so ht 
cause other people to make such blunders, would there be anything 
morally wrong in their continuing todo so? The plaintiffs might have a 
right of property in their trade name, but was it the law that they could 
prevent another trader from using his own name because it was similar to 
theirs? His lordship could not conceive that it was. The argument must 
go to this length, that, if a trader had carried on business in his own 
name, and his name had acquired a reputation in the market, another 
trader of the same name must not carry on business in his own name, but 
must discard it and use a false name. The proposition was preposterous. 
In his lordship’s opinion, if a man did nothing more than carry on busi- 
ness in his own name, and state the simple truth, he could not 
be restrained from doing eo. His lordship thought there was no 
authority to the contrary. In Burgess v. Burgess (3 De G. M. & G. 904), 
Turner, L.J., said: ‘‘ No man can have any right to represent his goods 
as the goods of another person ; but in applications of this kind it must 
be made out that the defendant is selling his own goods as the goods of 
another. Where a person is selling goods under a particular name, and 
another person, not having that name, is using it, it may be presumed that 
he so uses it to represent the goods sold by himself as the goods of the 
person whose name he uses; but where the defendant sells goods 
under his own name, and it happens that the plaintiff has the 
same name, it does not follow that the defendant is selling his 
goods as the goods of the plaintiff. It is a question of evidence 
in each case whether there is false representation or not.’’ His 
lordship thought that was a perfectly correct statement of the law. If 
&@ man was using his own name there was no primd facie case against him, 
but it was a question of evidence in each case whether he was doing any- 
thing to represent that his goods were the goods of the plaintiff. His 
lordship thought that the judgment of Lord Blackburn in Singer Machine 
Manufacturers v. Wilson (3 App. Cas. 400) was really not inconsistent with 
that of Turner, L.J. Lord Blackburn was there dealing with the case ofa 
man who was assuming a name which was not his own, and which was like 
that of the plaintiffs. That would raise a primd facte case against the 
defendant. Damages could not be recovered against a man who had done 
no wrong to the plaintiff, but he could be restrained from doing that which 
would be wrong if he continued to do it after the consequences had been 

ointed out to him. But he could not be prevented by injunction from 

oing that which he had a perfect right to do, although damage might be 
caused to the plaintiff, the damage not resulting from anything wrong done 
by the defendant. The defendants had done nothing more than state the 
exact truth—that the father and sons were carrying on business in partner- 
ship, and, even if damage to the plaintiffs were F cg they were not 
entitled to an injunction. On principle and authority the appeul must be 
allowed. Hendriks v. Montagu (17 Ch. D. 638) was not inconsistent with 
the present decision. Oorron, L.J., said that it was not suggested that 
the sons bad not a substantial interest in the business, and in his opinion the 
name ‘‘John Turton & Sons’? was taken in the ordinary way to 
introduce the sons, and announce tothe world that they were partners 
with their father. The defendants had done nothing to represent that 
their business was the business carried on by the plaintiffs. The prin- 
ciple, as explained by Turner, L.J., was, that a man could not be 
allowed to pass off his goods or his business as the goods or business 
of another. This might be done unintentionally, and in that case 
the man would be restrained from doing it so soon as he was made 
aware of the facts—so soon as he became aware that the primd facie 
natural meaning of what he was doing was to represent his goods or busi- 
ness as that of the plaintiff. The cases relating to trade-marks were 
entirely different. A trade-mark was invented for the purpose of putting 
it on goods, and there was no necessity for putting any mark upon goods. 
If a man put on his goods a mark which the effect of representing 
that they were the goods of another man, he would be ed from 
doing so. But the present question was one of trade name, and the effect 
of the defendants’ name was simply to represent to the mercantile world 
in the ordinary way that the father was carrying on business in partner- 





ship with his sons. It had been argued that a trade name was a fancy name, 
Such a name might be a fancy name, but it was not necessarily so. It was 
not so in the present case, where, without any fraudulent intention, the 
defendants’ name was the mere honest statement of the persons 
who composed the firm. In such a case the name must be treated as if it 
were the name of an individual. Oould it be right to prevent a man from 
on business in his own name merely because it happened to be 
the name of a well-known firm? This would be a convenient mode of 
acquiring a monopoly. Some confusion must, no doubt, arise in such 
case, even if the Onristian names of the two ns were different, but 
this was not a ground for the interference of the court. Oroft v. Day (7 
Beav. 84) was not an authority to the contrary. There the defendant was 
not restrained from carrying on business in the name of Day, but from 
oer agg his goods to those of the well-known firm of Day & 
Martin. He had induced a man named Martin to join him, for the pur- 
pose of enabling him to say that he was Day & Martin. His lordship 
would not say that there must be fraud to enable the court to inter- 
fere. When a man knew that the natural consequence of what he 
was doing was to represent his goods as those of another it would be 
wrong for him to continue doing so, and he would be restrained from 
doing so because it was a wrong act. In the t case the defendants 
were only using their own name, and it would be wrong for the court to 
interfere. As to Hendriks v. Montagu, the expressions used by the judges 
must be construed with reference to the favts with which they were then 
dealing. The question there arose between two companies. The defend- 
ants’ name was in no sease a correct statement of the persons who com- 
osed the ony which was carrying on the business. It was really a 
ancy name, which could not but represent that the defendants’ business 
was that of the plaintiffs. That did not apply to the present case. It would 
be wrong to say that the defendants had in any way passed off their 
goods or their business as those of the plaintiffs. This was a question of 
fact in each case, and the mere fact that the defendants’ name was the same 
as that of the plaintiffs would not justify the court in concluding that such 
a representation had been made. Fry, L.J., said that the defendants had 
made a statement of the fact that John Turton and his sons were carrying 
on business in partnership. They had made the statement simply and in 
the ——— without any varnish or colour, without any misrepre- 
sentation, fraudulent or innocent, and without any intention to injure 
the plaintiffs. Primd facie thev iad a right to make the statement, and 
they had an interest in makingit. Did the making of this statement 
become actionable because a might misapprehend it, and the 
plaintiffs might suffer loss? e answer to this question must be in 
the negative, for otherwise the court would be creating a cause of action 
against the defendants by reason of the carelessness or stupidity of the 
plaintiffs’ customers. Such an interference with the legitimate and 
honest use of a man’s own name would be entirely novel in the law of 
England. The law was so laid down in Burgess v. Burgess, andthe cases 
cited as authorities to the contrary were irrelevant.—OovunseL, Rigby, Q.0., 
Everitt, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.O., Moulton, Q.0., 
and John Cutler. Soxrcrrons, Pattison, Wigg, ¢ King ; Johnson, Weatherall, 
§ Sturt. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re FRISBY, ALLISON v. FRISBY—Kay, J., 27th May. 


Srarures or Liirations — PrincrpaL AnD Surety — Mortrcace— Joint 
AND SEVERAL CovgnANntT BY MortGaGorR AND SwvurRgTY TO PAY THE 
** avorEsAID’’?’ Sum—Denrt kept ALIVE BY PAYMENT OF INTEREST BY 
Morrcacor—37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57, 8s. 8—Co-Conrracror—MERCANTILE 
Law AmenpMENT Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vicr. c. 97) s. 14. 


By an indenture of the 10th of December, 1872, E, Frisby covenanted 
to surrender copyholds to secure £800 and interest, and he and Matthew 
Frisby (as the surety of the said E. Frisby) jointly and severally 
covenanted to pay the aforesaid sum. Interest was paid on this mortgage 
till December 10, 1880. In 1882 a prior mortgagee recovered judgment 
against E. Frisby, and took possession under a writ of e/egit. Ona sum- 
mons taken out to enforce payment by the surety of the £800 and interest, the 
defendant argued that as he had never paid interest the remedy against 
him was barred by the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, s. 8, the 
debt being for money charged on land ; and that he was a co-contractor 
within section 14 of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, so that 
payment of interest by the principal debtor did not keep the debt alive 
against him and deprive him of the benefit of the Act of 1874. 

Kay, J., held that the Act of 1874 did not apply, and that there was no 
reason why payment of interest by the principal debtor should not keep 
the debt alive against the surety, and dec that the mortagee was en- 
titled to rank as a creditor against the estate of the surety.—Oounsm1, 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Townsend ; Marten, Q.0., and Percival. Soticrrors, 
Beaumont, Son, § Rigden, tor Maurice Brown, Peterborough; Clarke, 
Rawlins, $ Co., for Percival ¢ Son, Peterborough. 


ONN v. FISHER—Chitty, J., 23rd May. 


Brits or Satz Act, 1878, s. 10, sun-section 3—Dzre2asance—RxoisTRa- 
TION OF OCoLLATERAL Szecurtry—Promissory Nors. 


In this case the question arose as to whether a pro note operated 
as a defeasance of a bill of sale so as to avoid the bill of sale under the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, s. 10, sub-section 3. In A’ 1887, the 
plaintiffs gave the bill of sale to the defendants to secure and interest 


at £40 cent. ble by instalments, and they, on the same day, to- 
gether with ave chen hn Sar as sureties, gave. the defendant a ‘joint 
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and several promissory note, payable on demand, for £85, being £60 and 
£25 interest thereon. 
sale and promissory note constituted one transaction, and that, as pay- 
ment of the note would have satisfied the bill of sale, the non- registration 
of the note in the copy of the bill filed under the Act rendered void the 
registration of the bill: Counsel v. London and Westminster Loan and Dis- 
count Co. (36 W. R. 53, 11 Q. B. D. 5), Simpson v. Charing Cross 
Bank (34 W. R. 568). The defendant submitted that the circumstance of 
other persons having joined in the note distinguished the case from the 
authorities cited. 

“Currry, J., said that the evidence shewed that the two instruments 
formed part of the same transaction. In Counsel v. London and Westminster 
Loan and Discount Co. Lord Esher, M.R., said that it was necessary to consider 
whether the unregistered had any effect upon the registered document ; 
and that supposing all the money due on the promissory note was paid— 
supposing that the note was discounted and got into the hands of a holder 
for value, and he received payment of the whole sum due on it—in equity, 
if not in law, it would be impossible after that had happened to say that 
the bill of sale could have any effect. Therefore, by payment of the 
promissory note the bill of sale wonld be defeated. e law was thus 
stated in Counsel v. London and Westminster Loan and Discount Co. He did 
not consider that the present case was altered by reason of other persons 
besides the grantors of the bill having joined in giving the note. The 
note was a several note, and the givers could be severally sued. The bill 
of sale was, under the circumstances, void.—Counset, Byrne, Q.C., and 
Howland Jackson; Romer, Q.C., and Magee. Soxrtcrrors, Morse § Simpson, 
for F. W. Fox, Nottingham; Clinton ¢ Buckby, for Stevenson, Green, 
Williams, Nottingham. 


ROBINSON v. GALLAND—Chitty, J., 24th May. 


R.'8.{C. PXLUT. 6, 1X., 5, and LX VII., 5—Enrorcement or JupGMent— 
ete "5 BrquEsTRATION—LUNATIC not so Founp. 

In this case a yuestion arose as to the right of plaintiffs, who had 
obtained a seven day order for payment by the defendant of a sum 
due under a judgment, to issue sequestration under ord. 43, r.6. The 
defendant had, since the date of the order, become of unsound mind, but 
was not so found. The order had been served under ord, 9, r. 5, and ord. 
67, r. 5, on the medical attendant in charge of the lunatic asylum in which 
the defendant was confined. A guardian ad litem had since been ap- 

inted, and it was contended by him, on behalf of the defendant, that as 

© was not answerable at law for his acts, he could not have been said to 
have refused or neglected to obey the order of the court within the terms 
of ord. 43, r. 6, which provides that where any person, after being served 
with any judgment, refuses or neglects to obey the same, the person pro- 
secuting such judgment shall be entitled, without any order for that pur- 
pose, to issue a writ of sequestration. 

Currry, J., said that no doubt the court should proceed with caution 
when exercising its powers against persons of unsound mind. It was true 
that a person without mental capacity could not be said to be able to ‘‘ re- 
fuse’ within ord. 43, r. 6, but there, however, could be ‘‘ neglect” by 
such a within the meaning of the rule, and he thought that in a case 
like the present, to shew that there had been default in complying with 
the order of the court was sufficient to bring it within the rule and entitle 
the plaintiffs to sequestration. The rules of 1883 had made provision for 
— actions and maintaining proceedings against persons of unsound 
mind. The circumstance that the defendant had become of unsound mind 
subsequently to the order did not debar the plaintiffs’ right to recover 
what they were justly entitled to under the order, and he held that they 
were entitled under the rule to sequestration. If, however, the rule was 
discretionary, he should exercise such discretion in the plaintiffs’ favour, 
especially as the sequestration order was an order for the preservation of 
property, and circumstances which had been stated to him had possibly 

le it desirable to prevent persons, now that the defendant was inca- 
paci from dealing with his property in a manner detrimental to the 
plaintiffs’ rights.—Cou nset, Romer, Q.C., and Nalder ; Warrington. Sout- 
crrors, Collyer-Bristow, Withers, Russell, § Hill, for Bell § Ingoldby, Louth; 
Iliffe, Henley, ¢ Sweet. 


Re FREWEN, FREWEN v. FREWEN—North, J., 23rd May. 


Exzcurors—ADMINISTRATION— Statutory Noricgss ror Crepirors—22 & 
3 Vict. c. 35, s. 


A question arose in this cuse as to the effect of the issue by executors of 
statutory notices for creditors under section 29 of Lord St. Leonards’ Act. 
The action was brought by a legatee, whose legacy was, by the will of the 
testator, charged on his real estate, iming to have her legacy raised. 
The tenant for life of the testator’s real estate was a defendant to the 
action, and among the other defendants were the executors of C., a 
deceased executor of the o testator. The executors of C. had, after 
his death, issued the statutory notices for creditors, and had then 
distributed his estate among the persons of whose claims they had notice. 
They had no notice of the plaintiff’s claim. It was contended that C.’s 
executors were proper parties to the action, and that the Act did not pro- 
tect them from being made parties, though it was admitted that, if they 
had issued the proper statutory notices, and had distributed the estate 
without notice of the plaintiff's claim, they were under no personal 
liability to her. 

Nortu, J., held, following Clegg v. Rowland (L. R. 3 Eq. 368) and 
Hunter v. Young (4 Ex. D. 256, 261), that the executors could not properly 

made , and he dismissed the action as against them.—CovnsgL, 
Giffard, QO., and Davenport ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and N. R. Smart; 


Birrell. Soxicrrors, James §& James ; Clarke, Woodcock, § Ryland; Field, 


It was contended by the plaintiffs that the bill of | Roscoe, § Co. ; Walters, Deverell, § Co. ; Whyte, Collisson, § Prichard; T. W. 


§ T. B. Nelson. 


HAMMOND v. MEADOWS—North, J., 23rd May. 


Statute or Fravps, s. 4— GuarantEs— INDEMNITY— AGREEMENT NOT TO 
BE PERFORMED WITHIN A YEAR, 


A question arose in this case as to the application of section 4 of the 
Statute of Frauds. The action was brought against executors, to enforce 
an alleged agreement by their testator to contribute to sums paid by the 
plaintiffs under a guarantee which they had given on behalf of a com- 
pany of which they weredirectors. The alleged agreement was not in writing, 
and it was i to prove it by parol evidence. It was objected that 
section 4 of the Statute of Frauds applied, because the agreement was 
“not to be performed within the — of one year from the i 
thereof,’’ and that, therefore, not being in writing, it could not be 
enforced. The company had obtained furniture from furniture dealers 
on a hire and purchase agreement. The sum agreed upon for the hire 
was to be paid im four equal instalments, spread over a period of two 
years. In case of default in the — of any instalments at the time 
appointed, the whole sum was to be at once payable, and the company were 
at liberty to pay off the whole sum remaining unpaid at any time. On pay- 
ment of the whole sum agreed on for the hire, the furniture was to become 
the property of the company. The plaintiffs had guaranteed to the fur- 
niture dealers the performance by the company of the agreement, and had 
paid considerable sums under their tee, and they alleged that the 
testator, who was also a director of the company, had agreed to contribute 
one-third of what they might have to pay under their guarantee. The 
action was brought to enforce contributions from the testator’s estate under 
the alleged agreement by him for indemnity. It was contended that 
section 4 did not apply, because the guarantee, and therefore, also the 
agreement by the testator to indemnify, might come into operation and 
be fully performed on default in the payment by the company of an 
instalment under the hiring agreement before the expiration of a year, 
and consequently the agreement to indemnify was not one necessarily not 
to be performed within a year. Reliance was placed on Macgregor v. Mac- 
gregor (21 Q. B. D. 424), in which Bowen, L.J., said (p. 433) that section 4 
apy only to ‘‘ an agreement which appears from its terms to be incap- 
able of performance within the year.” 

Nortu, J., adopted this view, and held that the statute did not apply, 
and that the alleged agreement might be proved by parol evidence.— 
CounseL, Winch, Q.C., and Christopher James ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and 
Sidney Woolf. Sortcrtors, W. H. Elphinstone ; Stone; Clowes, Hickley, ¢ 
Steward. 





lligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. HOWARD—2st May. 


Licensed Hovse — APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF LiIcENCE— GENERAL 
ANNUAL Licenstnc Mgegtinc—No Notice or Ovposirion—ReErvsal To 
GRANT ReNEWAL—MANDAMUS TO HOLD ADJOURNED MEETING AND HEAR 
AND DETBRMINE PURSUANT TO STATUTE—NOTICE OF OPPOSITION SERVED 
Seven Days BEFORE ADJOURNED ME&gTING—JURISDICTION TO REFUSE 
RenewaAL—LicensinG Act, 1872, 8. 42, suB-SECTION 2 


This was an argument on a point of law raised in proceedings in manda- 
mus. At the general annual licensing meeting held by the justices for the 
Borough of Congleton on the 6th of September, 1888, an application was 
made on behalf of Frederick Moores for the renewal of a licence for the 
sale of beer and spirits by retail at the Horse and Jockey Inn to be con- 
sumed on the premises. The applicant was not required by the licensing 
justices to attend in person, neither had he been served with any written 
notice of an intention to oppose the renewal of his licence. The justices 
refused to renew the licence. A writ of mandamus was then applied for 
and obtained, commanding the justices to hold an adjournment of the 
general annual licensing meeting, and to issue their precept to the high 
constable to cause notice to be given of the time and place for holding 
such adjourn ment, pursuant to the statutes in that behalf, and at such 
adjournment to hear and determine, pursuant to the statutes in that 
behalf, the merits of the application. The justices thereupon appointed 
the 18th of March, 1889, for holding such adjournment, and ca notice 
thereof to be duly served on Moores. At the adjourned meeting on that 
day proof was given that the chief constable had served on Moores, not 
less than seven days before the adjourned meeting, written notice of his 
intention to oppose the renewal of the licence, and of the grounds of 
opposition. The justices decided to refuse to grant a renewal. The jus- 
tices then made a return to the writ of mandamus, stating that they had 
held an adjournment as above stated, and had heard and determined the 
application, pursuant to the statutes in that behalf. To this return the 
prosecutor put in a plea to the following effect :—(1) The justices did not 
hear and determine the said application pursuant to the statutes in that 
behalf, by reason that, having no jurisdiction to entertain any objection 
to the renewal of the licence or to refuse the same, they yet entertained 
objections thereto, and refused to renew the licence ; (2) The justices had 
no jurisdiction to entertain objections or to refuse to renew the licence, by 
reason that (i.) notice of intention to oppose was not served on the prose- 
cutor not less than seven days before the general annual licensing 
meeting, and (ii.) no objection was made at the general annual licens- 
ing meeting, and the justices did not thereupon, or at all, adjourn the 
granting of the licence to a future day, and the adjournment was not 
held pursuant to any objection made within the meaning of the Licensing 





Napier Higgins, Q.0., and Methold ; Swinfen Eady ; Dauney ; J, M. Lloyd ; 


\Act, 1872. The justices replied that they had jurisdiction to enter: 
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tain an objection to the renewal, and to refuse to grant the licence. 
Section 42 of the Licensing Act, 1872, enacts as follows:—‘* Where a 
licensed person applies for the renewal of his licence, the following pro- 
visions shall have effect: (1) He need not attend in person at the general 
annual licensing meeting, unless he is required by the licensing justices 
so to attend. (2) The justices shall not entertain any objection to the 
renewal of such licence, or take any evidence with respect to the renewal 
thereof, unless written notice of an intention to oppose the renewal of 
such licence has been served on such holder not less than seven days be- 
fore the commencement of the general annual licensing meeting. Pro- 
vided that the licensing justices may, notwithstanding that no notice has 
been given, on an objection being made, adjourn the granting of any 
licence to a future day, and require the attendance of the holder of the 
licence on such day, when the case will be heard and the objection con- 
sidered, as if the notice hereinbefore prescribed had been given.’’ 

Tuer Court (Maruew and Grantuam, JJ.) gave judgment in favour of 
the justices. The writ of mandamus had commanded them to hear and 
determine the merits of the application pursuant to the statute. They 
had properly treated it as an order to hold such an adjournment as is 
mentioned in the proviso to sub-section 2 of section 42 of the Licensing 
Act, and they had proceeded under that sub-section. They were not 
ordered by the mandamus to grant a renewal of the licence. Reg. v. 
Farquhar (L. R. 9 Q. B. 258) was an authority to shew that the justices 
had jurisdiction to do what they had done. And Reg. v. Justices of 
Merthyr Tydvil (14 Q. B. D. 584) was not a decision to the contrary.— 
Counskt, Poland, Q U., and F. Marshall ; Paterson and M'‘Intyre. Soxtct- 
tors, Stephens § Stephens. 


SYMONDS v. KURTZ—28th May. 


Distress WARRANT—Sewers Rate—Person To Execurs—12 & 13 
Vicr. c. 50, 


The question raised in this case was whether a distress warrant under 
a special statutory authority could be exercised by any person other than 
the one to whom it was addressed. The distress warrant in this case was 
issued for a sewers rate in West Ham under 12 & 13 Vict. c. 50, 5. 7, and 
was addressed to one Sim, to levy on the goods of one Kurtz the amount 
in question. Sim handed the warrant to Golling, who handed it Symonds. 
Symonds put a man in possession who was turned out by Kurtz. Symonds 
again endeavoured to execute the warrant, but was resisted by Kurtz, and 
an assault was committed. The magistrate at West Ham held that the 
warrant could only be executed by the person to whom it was directed, 
and that as neither Symonds’ name nor that of his man appeared on the 
warrant they were not justified in levying. Symonds was then fined 5s. 
for assault. Section 9 of the Act cited enacts that ‘‘ the warrant aforesaid 
may be directed to the bailiff, collector, or other sewers officers within 
such limits, and to any other person or persons or to any one or more of 
them, as by the two commissioners granting the same shall be deemed fit.’’ 
This was an appeal by Symonds against the conviction, and it was argued 
for him that as, in a distress warrant for rent, it was not necessary that it 
should be executed by the person to whom it was directed, so here where 
the distress was under a special statute. 


Fretp, J., said that under the special statute it seemed to him it was 
material that the warrant should be executed by the person to whom 
it was directed, and it was highly expedient this should be so even in 
cases of distress for rent, otherwise how could the person distrained on 
know that the warrant was good, and legally executable. The legal 
maxim delegatus non potest delegare clearly applied. It was a safeguard 
against unknown persons being intrusted with the delicate duties of 
distraining, which was in fact a trust or duty confided to particular 
persons. It was a general principle of law that every subject whose house 
was invaded and property seized was entitled to know the authority 
under which it was done, and so be able to see whether the authority was 
properly pursued. Sim had no right to hand the execution of the 
warrant over to others, it could only be executed by him. The appeal 
must be dismissed with costs. Oave, J., concurred.—CounsgL, Ogle; C. E. 
Jones. 


OPENSHAW v. OAKLEY—28th May. 


Unuicensgep Hawker—Hawxers’ Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 32)—Loca. 
Act—ReservaTion or Market Ricuts, 


The defendant was a hawker who sold fish and fruit in Bolton without 
alicence. A series of local Acts relating to that town reserved the market 
rights, and an Act of 1865 provided ‘“‘that every person, other than a 
licensed hawker or auctioneer, who shall gell or offer for sale in any place 
in the borough, except his own house or shop, or in a public market, any 
marketable commodity, except fresh eggs, butter, and milk, shall for 
every offence be liable to a penalty of 40s.,” and a local Act of 1882 
established the following rates for licences: ‘‘ Where the person shall 
use only baskets carried by hand, 3s. for every three months; where he 
shall use a barrow or a hand-cart only, 5s, for every three months; 
where he shall use a barrow or cart drawn by a horse or ass, 10s. for every 
three months; where he shall use any stand or stall, £1 for every three 
months.’’ The Hawkers Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 32, s. 3), did away 
with the necessity of excise licences for hawkers, but did not expressly 
affect the local Acts. The defendant, when prosecuted, set up the Act of 
1888, and the magistrates refused to convict. The corporation appealed. 
On the ee it was argued that the Act of 1888 was a general enactment 
not altering the privileges of boroughs under their local Acts. . 


Fietp, J., said he aye og the hawker ought to have been convicted. 


He was clearly within the clause in the local Act; the exemption of | General Regulati 


hawkers from licence duty under the Act of 1888 did not them 








licensed hawkers within the local Act, and to the penalties of that Act the 
hawker was liable. Cavs, J., concurred.—Oounsz1, C. M. Chapman. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte GAZE, Re LANE—Q. B. Div., 14th May. 


BaNKRUPTCY—FRAUDULENT PREFBRENCE—PAYMENT MADE TO Revive Dest 
Barrep sy Staturs—Banxrvrrtcy Act, 1883, s. 48. 


In this case a question was raised as toa right of proof. A testator, 
who died in 1862, by his will bequeathed the sum of £3,000 to trustees in 
trust for J. Frampton for life, with remainder to his children, W. 
Frampton and Mrs. Alicia Lane. In 1876 an agreement was entered into 
between all the beneficiaries, whereby the £3,000 was lent to the bank- 
rupt, who was the husband of Mrs. Lane. Interest at the rate of four 
per cent. per annum on the loan was paid up to 1879, but from that time 
no payment was made until January, 1888, when the sum of £5 was sent 
by Lane to J. Frampton, together with a letter in which he stated that 
such payment was made for the purpose of acknowledging the debt. In 
February, 1888, a receiving order was made against Lane u which he 
was adjudicated bankrupt. A ly for the value of the life interest in 
the sum of £3,000 was tendered by J. Frampton the estate, and a 
further proof for the value of the reversion was tendered by W. Frampton 
and Mrs. Lane, but these proofs were rejected by the trustee. The 
county court judge subsequently allowed the proofs, and from that order 
the trustee appealed, it being contended on his behalf that the debt was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations, and that the payment of the £5 by 
=~ a was a fraudulent preference, and was not sufficient to revive 
the debt. 

Tue Court (Fretp and Cave, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Fiexp, J., 
said that in January, 1888, the bankrupt, seeing that if the decision in a 
chancery suit in which he was interested should be adverse to him he 
would be in difficulties, sent the £5 and wrote the letter in which he said 
that his object was to prevent any doubt arising as to his indebtedness in 
the event of his bankruptcy, and it was contended by the respondents that 
such payment was an admission of the debt, the effect of which was to 
revive the remedy which had been barred by the statute. If what was 
done had been a mere sham between the parties the payment would not 
have such effect, but there was no evidence of that here, or that any- 
thing else was intended than that, the debt being honestly due, the 
creditor should not be deprived of his remedy because for family reasons 
he had abstained from ra 1 ete measures, It was contended by the 
trustee that the payment ought not to be held to have effect because it 
fell within section 48 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. There was no doubt 
the payment was made, and that the person who made that payment was 
adjudicated bankrupt within three months, but the question was whether 
the payment was made with a view of giving the creditor a preference 
over the other creditors. That was not the view. Oavz, J., concurred, 
and said that if the payment of the £5 was a fraudulent preference within 
section 48 a motion ought to have been made against J. Frampton to re- 

y the £5, but if such motion had been made it must have been refused. 

t had been held over and over again that the payment must be made with 
a view of giving the creditor a preference, and it was not enough that 
preference followed what was done. It could not be said that in every 
case a payment made just before bankruptcy would be sufficient to revive a 
debt. If there was an old debt of which a creditor had no expectation of 
payment, and if, on the eve of bankruptcy, the debtor made a payment 
for the sole purpose of reviving the debt so as to give such creditor a 
chance of a share, the transaction would be a fraudulent one. But 
where, as in this case, there was a debt which was treated all through as 
a good debt, but which the relations did not press knowing that the 
Statute of Limitations never would be set up by the debtor, and where, 
there being a probability that this power to set up the statute would pass 
from the debtor, he felt he was bound not to allow it to pass away, and 
under those circumstances he made the payment, it could not be set 
aside as fraudulent.—Counset, Vaughan Williams, Q.0., and Poyser ; 
Yate Lee. Soxicrrors, Bavon § Daynes, Norwich; 8. Linay § (o., 
Norwich. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ez parte BOARD OF TRADE, Re PARFITT—Q. B. Div., 2ist May. 


Costs or Soricrror—Bankrurtcy—Oosts oF Procegpincs UNDER THE AcT 
—Conveyancinc Bustness—Banxkrvurtcy Ruies, 1886, rn. 112, anp 
Aprpenpix, Parr 7, R. 2. 


This case raised an important question of costs. By rule 112 of the 
Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, which deals with the scale of costs and charges, 
it is provided that ‘‘ where the estimated assets of the debtor do not 
exceed the sum of three hundred pounds, a lower scale of solicitor’s 
costs shall be allowed in all p 
payable out of the estate, namely, 
allowed, disbursements being | PS a 
assets did not exceed £300, but the bills of costs carried in by the solicitor 
who had acted for the trustee in the bankru 
conveyancing business were allowed by the g@ master = the ordinary 


scale, on the ground that the costs in question were not costs of pro- 
ceedings under the Act, and costs of conveyancing matters, rule 112 
did not apply, the scale in case being regulated by rule 2 of the 


ions contained in Part 7 of the Appendix to the Bank- 


ruptcy Rules, 1886, which provides that ‘‘ in respect of business connected 
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with sales, purchases, leases, mortgages, and other matters of convey- 
ancing, and in — of other business not being business transacted in 
court or in chambers and not being otherwise contentious business, the 
solicitor’s remuneration shall (in the absence of any agreement to the 
coutrery) be regulated by the General Order under the Solicitors’ Remu- 
neration Act, 1881 .’ The Board of Trade now applied for a 
review of taxation, and contended that costs could only be allowed on the 
reduced scale 

Cavs. J., affirmed the decision of the taxing master. His lordship said 
that rule 112 applied to costs of proceedings"which were proceedings under 
the Act, and did not apply to conveyancing costs. Those costs had already 
been dealt with by the Legislature, for by the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 
1881, the costs of a solicitor were cut down in cases of the purchase of 
small estates. It was difficult to understand that the Legislature intended 
to go beyond that and say that they should be still further reduced.— 
CounseL, Muir Mackenzie ; Cross. 
Trade ; W. R. Davies. 








THE BANQUET TO THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 


Tue banquet given by solicitors to Sir Richard Webster, Q.C., M.P. (the 
Attorney-General), took place on Wednesday evening at the Holborn Town 
Hall, Mr. G. B. Greconry presiding. Upwards of 400 gentlemen were 
present. 

The Cuarnman proposed the toast of ‘‘ Her Majesty the Queen of Great 
Britain and Empress of India, the Prince and Princess of Wales, and the 
other members of the Royal Family,” observing that he gave the toast in 
the most ae sense, and looking upon the Queen as the head of 
the great institutions of the country. 

The toast having been honoured with loyal enthusiasm, 

The Cuarrman, again rising, proposed the toast of the evening—the 
health of the Attorney-General. He referred to the period when he was 
a resident at the university at the same time as the father of their guest, 
when he knew the honourable and useful career he had pursued, and he 
knew how much he was regarded and respected by a circle of friends 
many of whom he had carried through the perils of the Senate House, and 
this connected him (the chairman) in some degree with the Attorney- 
General, and he could not say how great a gratification it was to him to 
have an opportunity of contributing—however slightly—to the honour of 
his son. This was no political dinner. Men of all parties were repre- 
sented, men of divers opinions, many who might have been opposed to him 
in their political relations ; but they had met with one common object and 
ope common purpose on this occasion—that was to do honour to their 
guest. It had been a great object of the solicitor branch of the profession 
to live on terms of the greatest amity and the closest connection with 
barristers. They had always to keep together, not, he might say, in a 
state of fusion, but in the relationship which at present existed between 
them. They had always been anxious to co-operate with the law officers 
of the Crown. They had always been grateful for their kind assistance 
and support. They had always been conscious of the amicable relations 
and the consistent courtesy which had existed between them, and in none 
was this more exhibited than in the Attorney-General himself They had 
had to acknowledge it on many occasions, and they would be happy to 
acknowledge it to him to-night. This was no ordinary occasion. 
This was a matter in which they felt that the Attorney-General, in his 
professional capacity, had been subjected to a most adverse attack, to the 
most unjust aspersions. ‘They were there—a large body of the solicitors 
of England—to protest against those aspersions. They believed that they 
had eome knowledge of the relationship which existed between counsel 
and those they represented. They believed they had some knowledge of 
the conduct of great cases before the ordinary tribunals of this country. 
They believed that they were able to appreciate the energy and the 
exertions of the advocate, and in that capacity they proposed to offer their 
tribute to his conduct this evening. They knew the difficulty there was 
in conducting a great cause, even in the ordinary business of life with 
which they were conversant. They knew what were the ordinary forensic 
abilities the Attorney-General possessed, and which were shared also by 
other members of the bar; how these were displayed in the tact and 
temper, the forbearance and judgment, the caution and, at the 
tame time, the vigilance which was required in the conduct of a great 
case. They knew also the difficulties which a leading counsel had 
to encounter. They knew hows case might be upset and disturbed at any 
moment. It was only the other day, in conversation with a very learned 
judge, who had been also an eminent: counsel, that he (the chairman) had 
been told how the judge, when counsel in a great case which he went 
down specially to conduct, was nearly broken down by the very first 
witness, the clerk of the attorney who was actually instructing him, who, 
it appeared, had committed something very like perjury, and that had 
turned up on the first occasion. They might imagine the position counsel 
was placed in by such a discovery. He need not say it had been quite 
unknown to him and to the solicitor who was instructing him ; but these 
were casualties to which every man was subject in the conduct of a great 
case ; how much more must it be so when he was conducting a case ex- 
tending over a long period of years—extending not only to this country, 
but to countries a long way separated from it; when it was necessary to 
collect the case, not only from facts, but from speeches, from documents, 
from adverse witnesses, from a hostile camp. They knew the perils and 
the dangers which must be encountered. They who were instructing 
counsel, who were behind the scenes—they shared them and they under- 
stood them. He did not for one moment admit that the Attorney- 
General’s conduct of this case to which he was referring required, or oug 
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to be defended by, anything like an extenuation of this kind. But he 
did mention this liability, to which they were all subject, because he 
thought it ought to have made those who criticized his actions more reti- 
cent in expressing their opinions, and more careful as to the expressions 
they used, if they considered that every great case, and even every ordi- 
nary case, was subjected to casualties of this kind. But the conduct by the 
Attorney-General of the case which they had in their mind, in their opinion, 
required no comment of this kind. It was straightforward, manly, and 
honourable. They, the large body of solicitors of England, represented 
not only by those whe were present on this occasion, but by those who 
had subscribed their names to the address he now had the pleasure of 
presenting to the Attorney-General, 3,800 in number, they justified their 
Opinion of his conduct of this great case. There was no doubt that 
aspersions of this kind cast hapbazard upon the waters might cause pain 
and annoyance, particularly when they were directed against a great 
counsel conducting a great case in the midst of troubles and anxieties he 
is subjected to in its conduct ; but they were like the clouds of life, never 
without a silver lining. There was the consciousness of how ill these 
aspersions were deserved. There was the reflection which fortified the 
heart, which braced the courage, which shivered to splinters the shafts 
which were directed against him. They protested against these assertions. 
They as solicitors here expressed their opinion; they expressed it, they 
believed, with some knowledge. They believed the Attorney-General would 
have appreciated already the way in which these aspersions had been re- 
ceived by those who were best qualified to give an opinion. The 
Attorney-General had heard the expression of opinion of his own branch 
of the profession, and he (the chairman) begged him to hear that of the 
solicitors. If he attributed any value to it he (the chairman) would ask 
him to accept it at their hands. It was frankly and freely given. They 
protested against anything which had been said in derogation of his 
character and conduct, and they did more, they congratulated him upon 
the dispersion, upon the shivering to atoms of aspersions which were alike 
inconsistent with his language, his character, and his conduct. In doing 
so he asked the Attorney-General to receive it with their warmest wishes 
and their most hearty and sincere congratulations. 

The toast was drunk upstanding, with loua and long continued cheering 
again and again renewed, and with musical honours. 

The address, which was signed by 1,453 London and by 2,357 country 
solicitors, was as follows :—‘‘ The following solicitors desire to assure the 
Attorney-General of their respect and esteem, and to express their cordial 
sympathy with him in the unwarranted personal attack recently made 
upon him in the House of Commons.” 

The Arrorney-GENERAL, who was again greeted with loud cheering, 
said he had often felt a difficulty in making up his mind as to what he 
should say under trying circumstances, but he could assure them that he 
used no mere words of excuse when he told them that their reception had 
been almost too much for him. Since the President of the Incorporated Law 
Society and some other old friends had intimated to him that it was the 
largely expressed wish of members of the solicitor branch of the profes- 
sion to express their opinion publicly respecting the incidents to which 
their old friend the chairman had referred, it had crossed his mind on 
more than one occasion to ask what it was that should have called for 
this expression of opinion, this outburst of genuine feeling. He recog- 
nized, and was proud to repeat the observation, that this was no political 
gathering. He knew that there were in this room some, if not many, 
who would be strongly opposed to him on mere political questions. He 
knew there were others who had expressed an opinion which he respected, 
that perhaps, whether from a personal or from a professional point of view, it 
would have been betterif he had not felt bound to accept the responsibility 
of the position of an advocate in the particular case to which allusion 
had been made. He respected the opinions of his political opponents ; 
he respected the opinions of those who, perhaps with less information, 
were entitled to form the opinion to which he had referred. What, then, 
was it that had brought this great assembly together? What was it that 
had led to the spontaneous utterance of upwards of 3,800 members of the 
solicitor branch of the profession? He said it was the honourable 
English feeling—the love of fair play. He should speak in no disrespect- 
ful terms of the right honourable gentleman to whom he owed this banquet. 
He should, before he sat down, venture to send a respectful message to 
him through the columns of those papers which might possibly report what 
he said. But he wanted to explain what was the view which he took—the 
view which he believed was sympathized in by all present. He had said 
that the main instinct which had prompted this gathering was the English 
love of fair play. It was utterly unnecessary that he should in this 
assemblage explain to them, or through them the English world, the 
position of advocate and client. It had been well expressed by their 
chairman, and they all knew perfectly well what was the position of an 
advocate, a member of the English bar, or a solicitor acting as an 
advocate, appearing for a client—that he was bound to do his duty 
honourably and straightforwardly, and to represent his client’s position 
without bias or without intentionally varying the instructions by an 
opinions of hisown. It would be an evil day for the administration o 
justice when advocates thought they were entitled to colour their speeches 
by their personal opinions. But how was it that this principle or this 
instinct of fair play had called forth this remarkable demonstration? He 
had been associated in the case to which allusion had been made with 
five men, some even more experienced than himeelf, of older standing 
at the bar, whose honour was as dear to them as to the humblest or 
the most powerful member either of tie solicitor branch of the pro- 
fession or of hisown. When he reminded them that he had with him 
Sir Henry James, the standard of whose honourable conduct was now a 
watchword among all political —— ; that he had with him an old and 
valued friend known to many in that room—Mr. Murphy; and speaking 
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of the English bar, Mr. William Graham, known to many; and let him 
also add, with extreme pleasure, the names of two most distinguished 
men who had not been known to our courts before, but whose reputation 
was well known in Ireland—he meant Mr. Atkiuson and Mr. Ronan; and 
when he repeated that which, as they all knew, had been said before on 
the floor of the House of Commons, that not one single step which formed 
the subject of the attacks to which he had referred had been taken with- 
out their knowledge and full consent and concurrence, they would see why 
it was so evident—which might well evoke a protest from the lovers of fair 
play—that he, the leading counsel, should be singled out for the attack 
that was made. But there was another side to the question, which he 
ventured to enforce upon their minds, at any rate those of them who 
might be younger than himself, as being an incident of contrast to which 
he might fairly call attention with some pride. There had been opposed 
to him men equally distinguished, men whom he had been proud, and 
still was proud, to call his friends. They had been his bitter and keen 
political opponents, but those political controversies had never iv the 
smallest degree embittered their professional friendships; and when he 
said that he referred to his friend Sir Charles Russell, to Mr. Lockwood, 
to Mr. Reid, to Mr. Asquith, and to some others, they would see that he 
had a reason for pressing this consideration upon them, They had played 
their part in this professional contest with ability and with distinction, but 
it was perfectly well known to everybody to whom he was now speaking— 
whether he was a Gladstonian, or a Home Ruler, or a Unionist, or a Con- 
servative—that there were a large number of people who had been diame- 
trically opposed, politically, to the views which were being expounded by 
his honourable friends who were opposed to him as advocates for their 
side. He asked those he was addressing if there was a man who valued 
the honourable position which he held in his profession who would 
lower himself to attack those gentlemen because they happened to be 
advocating a cause to which he was opposed. He was using no words of 
boast, nor words of self-laudation ; but he believed he might say for all these 
who heard him that they would sever themselves from their profession rather 
than stoop to gain a temporary advantage by attacking an advocate 
personally who happened to _ opposed tothem, He spoke with all sincerity ; 
he had no feeling in this matter but that ina humble way, it might not : 
the best way, but still according to the best of his lights, after most careful 
and anxious consideration, in no hasty manner, he had endeavoured to do his 
duty in the difficulties of the case which had been put before him, and he did 
not welcome this gathering by any means solely because it was such a tribute 
of friendship, such a tribute of sympathy, such a tribute of encouragement, 
which would enable him to go forward and to do one’s duty in the future 
relationships of professional life. He welcomed the gathering because he 
rejoiced that under cover of the banguet to him, a set which would 
be remembered with his name, with his tenure of the great office which he 
now held, there should be this outspoken protest in favour of fair play in pro- 
fessional life. He saw around him friends—old clients—he was glad to 
think how many they were, for whom he had fought, and against whom he 
had fought on many occasions, and he told them honestly, not only could he 
not recognise a face here or a name there, but he did not remember any one 
admitted solicitor present in the room, or with whom he had been associated 
in the course of his now somewhat long professional career, who would 
desire, as far as he could remember, to gain even a temporary advantage by 
endeavouring to wound the personal feelings of those who were opposed 
tohim. He felt it his duty to express to them the strong conviction which 
he had that the solicitor branch of the profession had spoken upon this 
occasion because they desired to enter an emphatic protest against any person, 
when he had been once a member of the ft en tty or while he should still 
call himself a member of the profe-sion, lowering the arena of political war- 
fare for the purpose of making an unjust political attack. He had said that 
he would send to the right honourable gentleman a message. That gentle- 
man had thought fit to say, even in recent speeches, that he (the Attorney- 
General) had expressed himself as being very angry with him. He had never 
made a greater mistake in his life. He (the Attorney-General) had expressed 
his opinion of his attack in plain Englishand with some straightforwardness, but 
after the battle was over—and he left it to history to record who got the worst of 
the encounter—he had nothing but gratitude for him,and he would assure him, 
both publicly and privately, that no feeling of anger lingered in his 
breast. But for that attack he (the Attorney-General) would never have 
had this great honour paid to him. He could not sit down without sayi 

a word or two upon the personal aspect of the matter. He had not regard 
this great compliment as paid to him mainly from a personal point of view, 
for the reason which he had already expressed to them; but they must not 
think that he was not deeply grateful for the expressions of the sentiments 
of personal friendship and personal regard which this had evoked ; and upon 
nothing should he dwell with greater pleasure when he looked back upon 
the recollection of this evening than the chairman’s kind allusion to the 
memory of his beloved father. He knew that there were many in that room 
who had known him well, many who had respecied him, and regarded him 
with affection through the whole course of his professional career; and he 
did feel this, that it was an honour to think that among those who had 
assembled to honour him to-night there were many who would have been only 
too glad if his father had been spared to witness his triumph to-night. And 
now he would say a word or two upon a matter which had been v 
frequently present in his mind, and that was the relation between the two 
branches of the profession. He did not regard i and solicitors as 
two distinct professions. He never had so regarded them, and he had 
spoon on this matter on occasions previous to this. He was proud to say 
that he believed they were but two branches of the great | profession, 
each having its duties, each having its mutual relations ; and he trusted that 
those relations would remain broadly in the same condition in which the 





were at the present time, and he believed it was for the advantage of bo 
branches that they should so remain. He had no object, nay, more, he shouid } 





be ashamed of himself if he for one moment, by any otvngt to draw distinc- 
tions between the two branches of the same profession, should be thought eyen 
to be lowering or making any suggestion which might lower the great 
fession, or that great branch cf the profession to which his hosts belonged. 
It was impossible for him there even to enumerate the names of those to 
whom in years gone by he owed debts of gratitude; but he often thought, 
looking back, upon the good fortune and good luck which had attended him, 
almost without break, for a period of twenty-one years—that perhaps he owed 
as much to a member of the solicjtors’ branch of the profession as he did to 
anybody, for there was no period of his professional life in which he had 
learned so much as he had in the offices of his old friend Mr. Frederick Maples, 
who was kind enough to be present to-night. But he wanted them kindly 
to consider how he regarded the present position in relation to the 
two branches of the profession. He was aware that he was saying nothi 
that was new to many who heard him, but having had occasion to thin 
over the matter very frequently since he had spoken publicly on the subject, 
he should like once more to enforce the settled opinion which he had formed 
as to what was best for the solicitor branch and what was best for his own 
branch. He trusted that the time would never come when there would be 
no branch of the profession which devoted itself to pure advocacy or devoted 
itself to consultative business. He had not only no objection, but he would 
encourage in all the, what he might call without offence, inferior courts of 
the realm, in the interest of suitors, the position of solicitors being advocates ; 
but he did assure them that he believed the consensus of opinion of those of 
the solicitor branch as well as his own who had considered the matter had 
driven them all to the conclusion that speaking of the higher courts, he 
meant of the superior courts, and of the ultimate tribunals, it would bea 
lamentable thiog if there was not a class of men who devoted themselves to 
advocacy as distinguished from the preparation of cases; and he had not 
confined his observations in this respect by any means to his own country 
alone. He had talked freely and frequently with those representatives of 
foreign countries best able to speak upon this subject, and notably those who 
come from America, where the other system had prevailed, and all he could 
say was that, speaking of the more serious and heavy litigation, they would 
all confirm his opinion that in order to properly conduct a case a man should 
be an advocate solely, and should put the position with a fresh mind before 
the fresh court that to hear it argued out. Let them not think that he 
uttered these sentiments with any wish to keep that yey branch of the 
profession of which for the moment he was supposed to be the head, in any 
exclusive condition, or in any way to close its doors to those who desired, or 
wished, or were fitted to enter through those doors. There were those in the 
room who knew that he had striven, and he did not intend to cease to strive, 
to make the path from the one branch to the other as simple as it could 
possibly be ; and he saw no reason, if a solicitor developed, or thought he had 
developed, the gifts of advocacy—if he thought he was better fitted for the 
work of an advocate than for what he (the Attorney-General) might call the 
ordinary work of a solicitor—why the Bar should not welcome him, why they 
should not make the transition from one step to the other as easy and as free 
from obstruction as possible. He had an opinion, based, he would 
admit, upon old cricketing days, that a man ought not to change ends 
more than once in an innings; but even as to that, he had noticed 
that the Marylebone Club had altered its laws during the last three 
weeks, and therefore, subject to a little additional restriction, he should 
not miad a see-saw operation going on. He said this, that he did 
not think it would be practised very often, and he did not think it would do 
much harm; but seriously he hoped and believed that the best interests of 
both branches of the profession would be served, not by endeavouring to fuse 
their functions, not by endeavouring to fuse their duties, not by endeavouring 
to fuse the two men into one, but by allowing the man who showed his 
capabilities and capacities as being best suited for the one branch or the 
other, to go and devote his energies to that branch, and to leave the man 
who had the other capabilities and the other capacities to d. «'- own work 
in his own way. And he believed that if they were to canvass the thinking 
public—by which he meant not those who merely would be led by some 
ad captandum newspaper urticle, but who would study the question from the 
oint of view of those who had anxious matters to be discussed, they would 
End that they considered it was to the best interests of the public that those 
distinctions should be maintained. He had detained them at undue length, but 
he had felt that this was an occurrence which was probably unique. He could 
almost wish that such an occurrence could never occur again, not that he wished 
to grudge to any future barrister or any future member of his profession 
being ae to hand down to his children euch a testimonial of esteem and 
affection as he held in his hand to-night, but because he believed that such 
an occasion must be rare, and ought to be rare, and that it would be long 
before the national protest of the solicitors of this kingdom against personal 
attacks made upon advocates would have lost its effect, or before a ar state 
of circumstances was likely to ariseagain. They knew already—he knew from 
the hearty grip of the hand that he had received from so many hundreds to- 
night, that ‘he had in the room a large number of onal friends ; but he 
did not believe that any feeling of mere- personal friendship would have 
evoked such an outburst of tetany St resulted in this banquet, would 
not have allowed professional friendship or personal friendship to be made 
the excuse for a demonstration, unless there were some sound and some good 
cause for that demonstration being heard. He believed and trusted that it 
would do good to both branches of the profession, and he believed and 
trusted that through his name, and in his name, this would be an incident 
which would not be forgotten for many a Jong year in the history of Re 
rofessional life of solicitors and barristers throughout the country ro 
himself he could only say it was utterly impossible, and he spore 
it scarcely able to utter the words he was using—it was ulterly 
impossible to overrate his feeling of titude to them for this 
tribute of their confidence and their regard. He had received, as they 
knew, some three weeks ago, a spontaneous outburst of expression of cgn- 
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fidence from the barristers of all political views, who had taken the occasion 
of a business meeting to testify their approval, their opinion that he was 
not capable of conduct which had been imputed to him. But he said this, 
that, gratifying as that was, and to be expected as it might have been, he 
could not but feel, and he had every right to feel, that the present testimony 
was, from some points of view, more weighty, less to be expected, and such 
as must make a deeper impression upon the unworthy recipient who was now 
addressing them, and upon those who had been good enough to take part in 
its exposition. He trusted thut his name might remain and be remembered 
in the profession, as that of his father had been before him, as the name of 
one who had not unworthily borne himself in the position of an advocate 
or in the great position he for the moment occupied. But, be that as it 
might, he could only say this, and it was no formal expression, nothing 
could exceed the feeling of gratitude that he had towards those not present 
who had joined in this testimony for the encouragement they had given him, 
for the strength that they had added to his determination that he would, as 
far as he possibly could, as long ss he was spared to conduct himself either 
as the head or as a member of the profession, do his utmost to conduct 
himself honourably, and to do his work as an advocate straightforwardly and 
fearlessly in the interests of his clients, and for that encouragement and for 
that addition of strength he thanked them all. He should never forget this 
occasion. Nothing could ever efface it from his mind. It would be to him 
like a bright light, the rays of which would shine upon his future career as 
the friendships of those present had shone upon his past ; and he said to 
them one and all, old and young, ‘“‘ Most heartily I thank you.” 

Mr. B. G. Laxe (President of the Incorporated Law Society) proposed 
the health of the Chairman. He said that although, on this occasion, as 
they had met together for the special purpose of showing their respect and 
esteem to the Attorney-General, who had just addressed them, they were not 
going to have u series of toasts of the usual character—he was going to say 
at such a meeting as this, but such meetings as this had no precedent— 
yet there was one toast which he was quite satisfied all of them would desire 
to have proposed—he meant the toast of their chairman, Mr. Gregory. It 
would be sufficient if he were to base that toast upon the able way and the 
tact with which he had expressed their opinions and their wishes, but he 
desired also to place it upon a wider basis, and to refer to Mr. Gregory as one 
of the most representative members of the solicitor branch of the profession. 
He did not know whether Mr. Gregory would thank him for reminding him 
and those present that it was now very nearly fifty years since he entered 
the ranks of the profession, and that it was more than twenty-five years 
since Mr. Gregory had first become a member of the governing body of the 
Incorporated Law Society, which he (Mr. Lake) hoped he might say in this 
room represented to a very great extent indeed the whole solicitor branch of 
the profession. But even there Mr. Gregory's claim to their respect and 
their esteem did not end. For more than sixteen years Mr. Gregory called 
himself the member for Sussex in the House of Commons, but he was 
really the member for the solicitors of England, and he was listened to in 
the House of Commons because in such an assembly he always upheld and 
enforced upon the House the views solicitors always desired to see enforced, 
so far as consistently with his own views he could rightly do so. He 
had now retired from that laborious and anxious occupation. He had also, 
he (Mr. Lake) was glad to say, been able to retire from some of the more 
active work of the profession in which they were all still engaged, and he 
showed by his presence here this evening the interest he took in everything 
which concerned the profession to which they and he belonged, and the 
desire to devote the abilities which he possessed to the furthering of the 
welfare of that great profession to which they all belonged. Let them just 
think what, to anyone looking back over a period of fifty years, a difference 
there was between the profession as it was when Mr. Gregory joined it in 
1841, and th~ position it occupied as a profession to-day. Fifty years ago 
such a g..uering as this would have been impossible—such a gathering 


there were often higher duties, especially in the position of a solicitor, to 
the great maxim of right, honour, and integrity, and upon all these gronnds 
he was sure he would carry them with him triumphantly when he asked 
them to drink their chairman’s health. 

The toast having been enthusiastically honoured, 

THe CHarrMAN, in returning thanks, said he always had felt the greatest 
interest in the profession to which he belonged. He had always believed 
that it was a straightforward and honourable profession, and that the 
members of it were, generally speaking, men of the highest integrity. 
During his period of Parliamentary life he had made it a rule that 
no attack should be made upon bis profession, or the members of it, 
without his having a word to say upon the subject. And he might say 
for the members of the House of Commons that they were always inclined 
to listen to anything like reason, and that they treated solicitors, generally 
speaking, with great respect and great consideration. He would venture, in 
thanking them, to say that he was sincerely animated by the best wishes for 
his profession, and though his physical strength might not enable him to 
express it as in times when he occupied a position in the House of Commons, 
still those wishes animated him, and if occasion occurred his opinions would 
still be expressed. 

During the dinner the string band of the Royal Engineers, under the 
direction of Herr J. R. Sawerthal gave a selection; and at dessert a 
programme of vocal music, under the direction of Mr. Arthur Thompson, 
was performed by Mr. Walter Coward, Mr. Albert James, Mr. Henry 
Taylor, and Frederick Bevan. Messrs. Ring & Brymer served the dinner. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LIVERPOOL BOARD OF LEGAL STUDIES. 


The annual meeting of the Liverpool Board of Legal Studies was held 
in the library of the Incorporated Law Society, Union-court, on the 28th 
of May. Mr. W. A. Jevons presided, and among those present were 
Professor MacOunn (University College, Liverpool), Professor Munro 
(Owens College, Manchester), Messrs. W. J. Stewart, T. Bellringer, James 
Thornely, J. W. Alsop, S. Style, Morris P. Jones, J. O. Bromfield, 
(secretary), C. B. Wilson, jun , H. Todd, J. E. B. Bagshawe, &c. 

In their annual report, the board said in continuation of the scheme of 
legal study which was determined upon when they commenced operations 
in 1886, a course of lectures had been provided on a branch of each of 
three main divisions of law, namely, the Ge of real and personal property 
and conveyancing ; equity; and common law. The fees charged for the 
lectures had been the same as in previous years, and the amount received 
from this source had been £40 13s., as compared with £42 17s. last year. 
Prizes had been awarded as follows :—First course, G. M’ Master; second 
course, first prize, H. M’ Master, second prize, A. Rutherford; third course, 
first prize, A. Rutherford, second prize, H. M’Master. In addition three 
evening courses of lectures had been given on mercantile law, to meet the 
requirements of mercantile clerks and non-professional students as well as 
of students proposing to enter the legal profession, The average attendance 
at the lectures (exclusive of the first lecture) was—First course, 39; 
second course, 29; third course, 30. The financial condition of the board 
continued satisfactory, there being a credit balance in hand of £55 4s. 11d. 
of which £4 16s. 6d. belonged to the prize fund. The board expressed 
their thanks to the Incorporated Law jety of the United Kingdom, 
University College, Liverpool, and the Liverpool Law Students’ Associa- 
tion, for the very liberal grants made by those bodies to the funds of the 
board, and also to those members of the — who had so generously 
augmented the funds by subscriptions and donations. The thanks of the 





would have been thought altogether out of the sphere of solicitors, whereas 
now the profession of the solicitor had by its education, by its training, by 
the position which it holds in the country, been placed ona very different | 
footing from what it wasthen. At that time they had no education as 
lawyers, necessarily ; but a few years later, they did submit on their own 
motion to examinations to test their fitness for the practice in which they 
were toengage. For a long time these examinations were granted them 
grudgingly, granted them only as nominees of others over whom they had 
no control, whereas now they were entrusted with and they had their 
own examinations, their own training. They were responsible for their own 
education as lawyers, and it was their own fault if that education was not 
ay They were entrusted further with their own discipline, a discipline 
at compared favourably with that of any other profession, and in every 
way they occupied a position such as that a man might say he was proud of 
being one of the solicitors of the Supreme Court of England. In all that 
work Mr. Gregory had taken a leading part, not only as a solicitor of 
singular eminence and undoubted ability, but as one of the council of the 
— body through whom, with the assistance of many similar bodies 
‘oughout the country, these results and that position has been attained ; 
and he would venture to say it was no small thing for them to look upon 
Mr. Gregory as the representative of one of their oldest firms, a most dis- 
tinguished member of their profession—to look upon him as an example, as a 
man who had throughout his life held firmly aloft the standard of gooleaions! 
integrity ; one who had done no small thing in his position as a Member of 
Parliament to show that the solicitor was not necessarily absorbed in those 
minor details to which the public were apt so much to confine their attention, 
but that he took a larger view, and recognised that, however able a solicitor 
might be, his ability, success, and position depended not upon his mere legal 
attainments, but upon his being and holding the character of an English 
and Christian gentleman, exercising his sociuviion with that love of fair 


{ fession in their efforts to advance legal education in Liverpool. 


board were also given to the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society, and to 
University College for permitting them to have the free use of their rooms. 
The board invited the cordial co-operation of all the members of — = 
ey felt 
that without such co-operation they could not hope to attain to that high 
d of success which the importance of the subject merited. 
he CuarrMan called attention to the satisfactory character of the work 
which had been done during the past year, and expressed the hope that 
the members of the profession would assist the board in the efforts they 
were making to advance legal education in the city. 

Professor Munzo spoke of the usefulness of these courses of law lectures, 
and said he ventured to think that, although they had only been established 
iu Liverpool for a pericd of three years, the success which was attending 
them would even iy lead to a large and flourishing school of law em 
established in this city. He noticed with special interest the decid 
success of the evening lectures, which were established for the first time 
last year. He thought when they remembered that the lectures which 
had been given in Liv ll combined in a most remarkable manner 
theory and practice, that they not only gave a sound training in the scien- 
tific principles of law but combined with that practical instruction in such 
matters as conveyancing, they would at once perceive that they appealed 
to every ble class of — student. They ought to be able to draw 
students in not merely from Liverpool but from the surroun towns. 

The Cuargman proposed that the thanks of the meeting be given to Sir 
end ty fae pene Q.C., be eg gee: Po bgt for the — 

ution he e towards the prizes, and for the very gratifying suppor 
he had otherwise given to the board. 

Mr. J. Toorngty seconded the motion, which was carried with applause. 

On the motion of the Cuarmman, seconded by Mr. Be.iErincsr, a cordial 
vote of thanks was os to Mr. J. O. Bromfield for the zeal and assiduity 
he had manifested in his di of the secretarial duties 





pay to which the Attorney-General had alluded ; doing his very best for 
is clients; recognising that though there were duties to his ciients, 





The Cxarrman then to present the prizes to the successful 
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students. At the conclusion Mr. Jevons was thanked for his services as 
chairman and for the efforts he had made in futherance of the objects of 
the board. The resolution was proposed by Mr. Atsor, and seconded by 
Professor M‘Ounn, who stated that Professor Rendall (principal of Univer- 
sity College) was unfortunately prevented from being present at the 
meeting. He hoped that the lectures that had already been given were 
only the g of a long course of legal education within the walls of 
University College. 








THE NEW RULES OF COURT. 


Ar a meeting of solicitors held at the Law Institution on the 17th of May, 
1889 (Mr. B. G. Lake, President of the Incorporated Law Society, in the 
chair), and at which the following were present :—Messrs. H. E. Gribble 
(Forr & Co.), H. J. Francis (Field, Roscoe, & Co.), W. A. S (Sharpe, 
Parkers, & Co.), F. R. Bloxam (Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, & Kinder), A. 
H. Arnould, William Wood (Andrew Wood & Glasier), V. I. Chamberlain, 
T. Sansome Preston (Robinson, Preston, & Stow), G. H. Bower (Bower, 
Cotton, & Bewer), James 8S. Kingdon (Coode,' Kingdon, & Cotton), R. H. 
Peacock (Peacock & Goddard), Henry Roscoe and Basil Field (Field, Ros- 
coe, & Oo.), Thos. Rawle (Rowcliffes & Co.), Grinham Keen (Keen, Rogers, 
& Co.), Wm. Wms. Box (Taylor, Hoare, & Box), William Morris (Ald- 
ridge, Thorne, & Morris), Clement Locke Smiles (Smiles & Co ), S. Horace 
Candler (Kingsford, Dorman, & Co.), Chas. Pease (Geare, Son, & Pease), 
L. Kirkman (Shaw, Tremellen, & Kirkman), L. Rendell (Church, Rendell, 
& Co.), Rd. Smith (Richard Smith & Sons), Busk & Oo., Meredith & Co., 
Jaques & Co., S. L. Mumford (Speechly, Mumford, Landon, & Co.), 
Walter F. Cunliffe (Cunliffes & Davenport), Jno. Tarry (Crowdy & Tarry), 
W. H. Gray (Bell, Brodrick, & Co.), John Tryon (Saltwell & Tryon), 
W. F. Baker (Lawranco, Beker, & Waldron), F. OC. Adams (Prior, Church, 
& Adams), J. Williamson, jun. (Williamson, Hill, & Co.), John A. Liiffe 
(lliffes & Co.), Richard Pennington (Cookson & Oo.), R. W. Dibden 
(Bridges, Saltwell, Heywood, & Co.), Frank Broome (Chester & Co.), J. C. 
Fox (Hare & Co.), Chas. Goddard (Peacock & Goddard), Lambert Gard- 
ner (Warren, Gardner, & Murton), W. H. Crowder (Crowder & Vizard), 
Stanley Chapman (Norris, Allens, & Co.), Robert Hart (Burton, Yeates, & 
Hart), W. V. Paterson—the following resolutions were moved by Mr. 
Thos. Rawle, seconded by Mr. Henry Roscoe, and carried unanimously :— 

1. That the council be requested to take immediate steps for obtaining 
a suspension, pending a revision, of the Orders of May, 1889, and, with 
that object, it is suggested that the Lord Chancellor be asked to receive a 
deputation from the council and the associated country societies, with 
members to be selected to represent the profession generally, and that the 
council do take such other steps as they may think iit. 

2. That it be a further suggestion to the council that they should at 
once communicate with the provincial law societies with a view to obtain 
their active co-operation in any steps which the council may consider 
desirable. 

3. That a committee of this meeting be appointed to carry into effect 
the above resolutions. 

4, That such committee consist of the following, with power to add to 
their numbers:—Benj. G. Lake, president; G. Keen, vice-president ; 
F. R. Bloxam, H. J. Francis, W. H. Gray, John Hunter, J. A. Iliffe, 
Thos. Rawle, W. A. Sharpe. 





= Sint is the report of the committee appointed at the above 
meeting :— 

The committee appointed at a meeting of solicitors held at the Law 
Institution on the 17th of May, 1889, have carefully considered the Rules 
of the Supreme Court of May, 1889, respecting the taxation of costs, as to 
which they make the following observations and recommendations :— 

Order 65, New Rule 19c.—This new rule and the following sub-sections 
are apparently framed on the assumption that there is a reluctance on 
the part of solicitors to get their costs taxed and paid. There is reason 
to doubt this view. 

The new rule 19c provides that if the solicitor having the carriage of an 
order fail in leaving at the office of the proper taxing master within 
seven days a copy of the order, &c., no costs of taxation shall be allowed to 
him. 

This, it will be observed, gives no power to the taxing master to allcw 
the costs under any circumstances—the, penalty is absolute. The words 
‘* costs of taxation ’’ appear to include the taxing fee which the solicitor 
would have to pay on his costs out of his own pocket; the penalty pro- 
vided in the subsequent rules being, that he shall lose his costs of drawing, 
copying, and attending taxing, thus making a distinction between these 
and ‘‘ costs of taxation.” 

The committee are of opinion, and reccommend, that this rule should 
be annulled, and that the old rule 19s (which, with rule 19c, seems to 
meet the necessities of the case) should be restored ; or, in the alternative, 
that the new rule should be amended by giving to the taxing master 
power to disallow the costs of drawing, copying, and attending taxing, 
instead of inflicting an absolute penalty of loss of ‘‘ costs of taxation.’’ 

New Rule 19p.—The former rules 19c and 19p, now annulled, directed 
the taxing master to give notice of an appointment to proceed, and pro- 
vided that at that appointment he should appoint a further time within 
which the bill should be brought in, but the new rule 19p directs the 
taxing master to give both this direction and also an appointment to tax 
forthwith on merely seeing the order, without the attendance of the 
parties, and before he can have ascertained the nature of the action, or 





whether the bills of costs be ehort or long, or whether{for any reason the 4 


preparation and taxation of the bills t to be The com- 
mittee are of opinion, and recommend, the p new rule should 
be annulled, and the former rules, 19c, 19p, and 19r, restored. It should 
be observed that the annulled rules 19s, 19c, 19p, and 19r are in exact 
accordance with the resolutions of the Lord Chancellor’s committee on 
the distribution of business in the courts and chambers of the Chancery 
Division, March, 1886. 

Order 65, New Rule 27. Reg. 27.—The regul ation as now altered enables 
the taxing master to exclude the parties most ia terested in the amount of 
the costs to be taxed from attending on the taxation. The former regula- 
tion enabled him to exclude only a party whose attendance was 
unnecessary, ‘‘in consequence of the interest of ved jae in such fund 
or estate being small or remote, or sufficiently pro! by other parties 
interested.’’ Under the new regulation, the taxing master may, without 
cause assigned, refuse to hear any party, even the entitled to 
receive the costs, or the party entitled to whole fund out of which the 
costs are to be paid; and, the refusal being a matter in the master’s 
— it is apprehended there would be no appeal against his 

on. 

It is obvious that there may be many objections to the costs which can 
only be known to a solicitor who has attended the proceedings, and which 
it is impossible for the master to discover by merely reading the bill, or 
even from the papers. 

If there be no solicitor present and responsible for the taxation, many 
costs not properly chargeable may be included in a bill and passed by a 
taxing master. 

Moreover, a solicitor should in all cases have the opportunity of sup- 
porting any charges which the taxing master may have disallowed. 

The committee are of opinion, and recommend, that the former regula- 
tion should be restored. 

Order 65, Rule 27. New Reg. 38a (a).—This new regulation enables 
the master to allow a gross sum for costs, if in his opinion the costs 
claimed are excessive, not only because they have been ‘‘ increased by 
unnecessary delay, or by improper, vexatious, or unn proceedings 
or by other misconduct or negligence,’’ but also “‘if from any other cause 
the amount of the costs shall, in the opinion of the taxing master, be ex- 
cessive, having regard to the value of the fund, estate, or assets to which 
they relate, or other circumstances.” This will give the taxing master 
power to fix arbitrarily such a gross sum as he may consider right, with- 
out any necessary reference to the actual labour or the disbursements 
made. It is, moreover, obvious that if the words of the regulation do not 
in terms preclude an appeal, they practically make any appeal impossible, 
place the taxing master in a povition of «responsibility unknown to any 
other tribunal in the country, and override all Acts of Parliament, rules 
of court, and decisions. 

Apply the terms of the new regulation to the provisions of the Solici- 
tors’ Remuneration Act and the General Order under it. Suppose a bill 
of costs brought before the taxing master including conveyancing costs, 
which, whether the scale applies or not, are governed by that Act and 
order ; the master need not, if the new regulation remain in force, con- 
sider whether the scale is applicable or not, nor pay any regard to the 
scale of fees provided by that order, but may fixa gross sum for the 
whole bill, without cause assigned. 

It must occasionally happen that, owing to special circumstances be- 
yond the control of the solicitor, costs are heavy in proportion to the 
value of the estate; yet the taxing master may, ior reasons not arising 
out of or connected with any impropriety or unnecessary proceedings, 
but ‘‘from any cause,”’ disallow the costs so incurred because he is of 
‘opinion ’”’ that ‘‘ from other circumstances’ the costs are in excess of 
what ought to have been incurred. 

The regulation, moreover, places it in the power of the taxing masters 
to avoid the trouble of going through the details of bills of costs, or of 
deciding difficult points, by writing at the foot of the bill, ‘‘I allow the 
sum of £ ,’ and giving no reasons. 

This regulation is confined to the taxation of costs with a view to 
payment out of a fund, estate, or assets, and consequently leaves the 
client liable to his solicitor for costs according to Acts of Parliament, 
orders of court, and settied practice, although the taxiog master limits 
the amount to be allowed against the fund, estate, or assets. The result 
might be that the division of a fund directed by a judge would be 
altered. For instance, in the case of an application to the court to 
ascertain a class, and divide a fund in court between the members of it, 
the amount payable to some would be increased by the taxing master 
allowing a gross sum for costs out of the fund, and throwing the costs 
disallowed on the one who instituted the proceedings, although he may 
have acted for the general benefit. 

Solicitors feel no reluctance to submit their conduct and remuneration 
to the consideration and decision ot the judges before whom they practise, 
or the court of which they are officers; put they submit that it is not just 
or reasonable to place them under the absolute control of the taxing mas- 
ters as irresponsible judges sitting in private and deciding without suffi- 
cient investigation. 

The objections which the committee feel to this regulation would be less 
if, whenever the taxing master allowed a gross sum for costs, he were 
required to report the circumstances under which he had exercised his 
powers, and if a right of appeal to the judge who made the order were 
specially reserved ; but the committee fail to see what more is necessary 
to check abuses than the powers already vested in the court, judges, and 
taxing masters. (See order 65, rules 11 and 19c, and regulations 28 and 
55 of Rule 27.) 

The committee, therefore, recommend that the New Regulation 38a (a) 
should be annulled or amended in the sense of this report. 

Order 65, Rule27, New Reg, 38a (6).—This regulation inflicts a fine on 
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a solicitor for not being able to foretell what items a taxing master will 
and what he will not consider properly chargeable against a fund—a 
question totally different from that of a solicitor’s bill against his own 
client, and one on which no one can anticipate the view of the particular 
taxing master. A solicitor may make out his bill in strict accordance 
with Acts of Parliament, General Orders, and practice, but if the master 
differ with him on the principle on which his bill is made out, or ‘‘ for an 
cause” is of ‘‘ opinion” that the amount is excessive as against the fund, 
he may allow any sum he pleases; and then if this is less by one-sixth 
than the amount of professional charges according to the bill as sub- 
mitted for taxation, the solicitor is not to be allowed any costs of drawing 
end copying his bill or attending taxing. 

_ Under the Solicitors Act, 1843, if one-sixth is taxed off the whole bill, 
including disbursements, the solicitor has to pay the costs of taxation. 
In a taxation under the Solicitors Act, the sixth is measured by the 
amount of the whole bill, including disbursements. Disbursements ost 
always exceed one-third of the whole bill, and are seldom much reduced ; 
£0 that a sixth taken off the charges, exclusive of disbursements, means a 
reduction of the whole bill by about a ninth only, instead of a sixth as 
under the Solicitors Act. 

The majority of the bills taxed in the Chancery Division relate to costs 
— out of a fund or out of assets, and a complete bill ought to be 
submitted to the master to enable him to judge as to how much of such 
complete bill should be allowed out of the fund. A bill thus prepared 
would be one which, as between solicitor and client, would be proper to 
be allowed to the solicitor ; but as against the fund, the master would fre- 
quently disallow many charges properly payable by the client, but not in 
the discretion of the master strictly chargeable against the fund. 

The taxing masters already, according to the existing practice, do dis- 
allow the charge for drawing and copying such part of any bill as is 
considered to have been improperly included in the bill submitted for 
taxation, and this power sufficiently secures that justice shall be done. 

It is to be borne in mind that itis the client's claim against the fund, not 
the solicitor’s, and that it is the solicitor’s duty to procure for his client 
the most complete indemnity in his power, so that it is in the endeavour 
to perform this duty that he will incur liability to the proposed penalty. 
The importance of this will more clearly appear when it is borne in mind 
that in the Probate Division party-and-party costs are not unfrequently 
ordered to be paid out of a fund, and this is so in the Chancery Division 
aleo, although not to the same extent. 

The committee are of opinion, and recommend, that this regulation 
should be annulled. 

These rules, which have been made by the Rule Committee of the judges 
under the authority of the Judicature Acts, were signed without any 
previous communication with the profession, and the committee desire that 
attention should once more be called to the importance, both in the 
interests of the public and for the convenience of the profession, of a 
sufficient opportunity being afforded to the representatives of the profes- 
sion for the consideration in draft of any proposed rules. 

By the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, section 2, a tribunal is constituted 
on which the Incorporated Law Society and the country law societies are 
represented, which has power to deal only with costs in non-contentious 
business ; and by section 3 it is enac that one month at least before 
any order is eby the tribunal thereby conatituted, a copy of the pro- 

osed order is to be communicated in writing to the Council of the 

ncorporated Law Society, who are to be at liberty to submit such obser- 
vations and gem in writing as they may think fit to offer thereon, 
and the tribunal are to take such observations and suggestions into con- 
sideration, and, after considering the same, to make such order as they 
may think fit. 

The committee are aware, from the report of the council of the society 
submitted to the members on the 9th of July, 1886, that the then Lord 
Chancellor had expressed his opinion that solicitors ought to be consulted 
in reference to any regulations affecting their remuneration, and that he 
was prepared to support their claim to such right. 

The committee therefore strongly urge upon the council that they 
should endeavour to have sections 2 and 3 of the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act extended so as to provide that the Incorporated Law Society and the 
country tocieties should be represented on the several bodies authorized to 
make general orders, rules, or regulations to be made under the Judicature 
Acts, the Bankruptcy Act, the County Court Act, and the Land Registry 
Acts, relating to the practice of the courts and offices, and that the draft 
of all such orders, &c., should be submitted to the council, as representing 
the profession, one month before they are published. 

For the Committee, 
Bens. G. Laxz, Chairmen. 


(The above report was adopted by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
£ociety on the 24th of May.] 








Tn the course of the trial of an action on Wednesday before Mr. Justice 
Hawkins, the plaintiff said that he was a bookmaker. Mr. Justice 
Hawkins: What is a bookmaker? At first sight he would seem to bea 
literary man. Witness: A bookmaker is supposed to be a banker. Mr. 
Justice Hawkins: I su I may take it that the banker is possessed of 
money to start with ? itness: Yes, and he has “ clients’’ to bet with 
him. If they back a horse with him and it wins, they are supposed to 
have their money. Mr. Justice Hawkins: Do clients back horses with 
their bankers? Witness: Yes; and if the horse wins they get their 
money. Mr. Justice Hawkins: Sometimes. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
SOME STUDENTS’ BOOKS. 


BLICKENSDERFER’S BLACKSTONE'S ELEMENTS OF Law, &c. With ANALYTICAL 
Cuarts, Tastes, &c. By U. Buickensperrer, Attorney-at-Law 
(Chicago). Stevens & Sons. 


The object of the present edition of ‘‘ Elements’’ is to popularize the 
study of law. In order to effectuate this charts and tables are freely 
introduced which catch the eye and so facilitate its study, while at the 
same time aiding the memory ; some of the former are excellent, especially 
the tables on conveyances, estates, homicide, and insanity. The author 
introduces within brackets matter from other sources for the purpose of 
elucidating Blackstone’s remarks, but he has been careful to preserve the 
very language of the great text writer, except on matters which have 
become obsolete. Cases are not quoted or referred to except those which 
amount to rules of law, such as Shelley’s case. The work being intended 
for general information and to induce laymen to acquaint themselves with 
the principles of English law, the materials are grouped into short, dis- 
tinct paragraphs which do not occupy, including charts and tables, more 
than 312 pages. Well fitted to effectuate its primary object, we consider 
these ‘‘ Elements”? will be serviceable to university law students, and 
parts of the work to candidates for the Intermediate, notwithstanding the 
fact that the latter will not derive much benefit from perusing the legal 
rates of interest in various States and territories of the United States 
(p. 139) or the older canons of inheritance. 


ELements or THE Law or Torts. By Metvitte M. Bicetow, Ph.D. 
Cambridge University Press. 

Dr. Bigelow, having been pressed to write an English edition of his 
work, has prepared a text-book for English students especially designed 
for university purposes. His defiuition of a tort asa ‘‘ breach of duty 
fixed by law and redressible by a suit for damages ”’ seems to felicitously 
distinguish, in a few words, a tort from a ‘‘crime’’ and ‘‘ breach of con- 
tract.’’ The classification of torts into (1) breach of duty to refrain 
from fraud and malice, (2) breach of absolute duty, (3) breach of duty to 
refrain from negligence, must certainly be regarded a simple and natural 
division. In the introduction will be found some interesting remarks on 
the capacity of an infant to commit torts. The present edition is up to 
date, and the reader will find in it matter of great value, in addition to 
an attractive style. But as, after a short introduction, it deals exclusively 
to the end with specific terts, candidates preparing for most of our law 
examinations will have to supplement it with some other work—for 
instance, we can find nothing on joint tortfeasors, statutes of limitation 
affecting torts, the right of husband and wife to sue each other in tort, 
&c, One good feature among others is the quotation of American cases 
whenever there is either no English authority or page: | as to the 
English rule on any point, and so we gather a good decal of American 
law on ‘‘ escape of dangerous things’’ and ‘‘ seduction.” 


A Summary or THE Law or Torts. By Artruvr Unperurit, M.A., 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Firru Epition. (Butterworths.) 


However suitable the last-mentioned work may be for university pur- 

oses, students for the ordinary bar and solicitors’ examinations who go 

eyond the stereotyped list of students’ works will probably read Mr. 
Underhill’s useful little work, which has now reached a fifth edition. It 
is not necessary to remark on the style and substance of such a well- 
known work, but we would point out that a few recent cases seem to 
have escaped the author’s attention. Thorogood v. Bryan is cited p. 179, 
but no reference is made to The Bernina (35 W. R. 314), which overruled 
it, and we should expect some reference to Turner v. Hockey (56 L. J. Q. B. 
301) under conversion of chattels. On pages 76 to 79 the student will 
find a capital epitome of the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the 
cases decided thereunder. 


Suretey’s Sketcu oF THE CriminaL Law. Servonp Epirron. By Cuarves 
8S. Hunter, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Son. 


A second edition of this popular little sketch was much needed to bring 
the work up to the requirements of students of the present day. The 
recent important statutes modifying the criminal law—such as the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, the Libel Law Amendment Act, 
1888, as well as the recent decisions Reg. v. Dudley, Reg. v. Serné, Reg. 
v. Burgess, and Reg. v. Flowers—have not escaped the attention of the 

resent author. For students who have hardly time to wade through 

artis a second time the present work will be a great boon. Mr. Shirley’s 
plan of shortly mentioning after each crime the maximum punishment, 
and whether it is or is not triable at quarter sessions, we have found very 
convenient, especially when in a hurry. The arrangement of the various 
crimes is the conventional one—viz., — the State, person, property ; 
some of the definitions are the best to be met with. 


Tur Srupents’ Guipz to Reat AND Pgrsonat Prorerty. By Joun 
InpERMAUR and Cuartes Tuwarrss, Solicitors. Szconp Enpiri0n. 
George Barber, ‘‘ Law Students’ Journal’’ Office. 


The authors give a few pages of general advice to students on a course 
of reading—an epitome of the Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts, 1881 
to 1884, a list of statutes, some test questions, and a digest of questions 
with answers. Students who industriously follow out their directions 
ought not to fail to satisfy the examiners, as the authors suggest, so long 
as the bar examinations remain as at present constituted. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Lonotey, barrister, C.B., Ohief Commissioner of Charities, | 
has been created a Civil Knight Commander of the Bath. Sir H. Longley | 


is the eldest son of the Most Rev. Charles Thomas Longley, D.D., Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, and was born in 1834. He was educated at Christ 
Church, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Olassics in 1856. He 
‘vas called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1860, and he 
formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. He was an inspector of the 
Poor Law Board from 1868 till 1874, when he was appointed a charity 
commissioner, and he became Chief Commissioner of Charities in 1885. 
He was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1887. 


Mr. Joun Bonoveu, solicitor (of the firm of Barber, Currey, & Borough), 
of Derby, has been appointed Registrar of the Diocese of Southwell, in 
succession to the late Mr. John Watson, of Nottingham. Mr. Borough 
was admitted a solicitor in 1856. He is registrar of the Belper and 
Iikeston County Courts. 


Mr. James Russzett, C.M.G., Chief Justice of Hong Kong, has received 
the honour of Knighthood. Sir J. Russell is the third son of Mr. John 
Russell, of Broughshane, Antrim, and was born in 1843. He is an 
LL.B. of the Queen’s University in Ireland, and he was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1874. He was appointed a puisne 
judge at Hong Kong in 1879, and he became Chief Justices a few months 
ago. He was created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. 
George in 1885. 

Mr. Epwarp Wrvcrietp, barrister, Assistant Under-Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, has been created a Civil Companion of the Order 
of the Bath. Mr. Wingfield is the fourth son of John Muxloe Wingfield, 
of Tickencote, Rutlandshire, and was born in 1833. He was educated at 
Winchester, and he was formerly Fellow of New College, Oxford, where 
he graduated first class in Classics and second class in Mathematics in 1854. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1859, and he 
formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. He was appointed an 
Assistant Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies in 1878, 


Mr. Witraip Josern Ontrrs, barrister, has been created a Civil Com- 
= of the Order of the Bath. Mr. Oripps is the eldest son of Mr. 

illiam Cripps, barrister, M.P. for Cirencester, and was born in 1841. He 
was educated at Trinity College, Oxford, where he graduated second class 
in Law and Modern History in 1863. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1865, and he is a member of the Oxford 
Circuit. Mr, Oripps is a magistrate for Gloucestershire and Kent. 

Mr. Joun Sroxett Dopps, puisne judge of the Supreme Oourt of the 
Colony of Tasmania, has been created a Com on of the Order of St. 
Michael and St. George. Mr. Justice was a representative of 
Tasmania at the Colonial Conference in 1887. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Joun Wornen, solicitor (of the firm of Fletcher, Worden, 
& Fletcher), of Southport, has been inted a Commissioner to ad- 
minister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Grauam, solicitor (of the firm of Nicholson & Graham), of 25, 
College-hill, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Purtir Tuomas Ruys, solicitor (of the firm of Rhys & Hooper), of 
Grecian-chambers, Devereux-court, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oathe in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Epwin Wrix14Ms, solicitor (of the firm of Whittingham & Williams), 
of Nottingham, Long Eaton, and Ilkeston, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Lord Herscuett has been appointed Chairman of the Royal Commission 
on the Vaccination Acts. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutions. 

Mr. Frepericx Low, solicitor, has retired from the firm of Turner & 
Low, of 17, King-street, Cheapside, and entered for the bar. Mr. Joseph 
E. Turner will be the sole member of that firm. 

Epwarp Henry Quicxe and Francis Oswatp Epi, solicitors (Quicke 
& Edlin), 11, Milk-street-buildings, London. May 18. The said Edward 
Henry Quicke will continue to practise at the same address. 

Minton Siater and Row.anp Appams-WIi.i1aMs, solicitors (Slater & 
Addams- Williams), 28, New Bridge-street, London. May 27. 

(Gazette, May 28.] 


GENERAL, 

The Commissioners for Oaths Bill has passed through committee in the 
House of Commons. 

The Government Bill for the establishment of a Board of Agriculture 
ey to trausfer to the new board the various powers and duties of the 

d Commissioners for England. 

It is announced that probate of the will, dated October 29, 1870, with a 
codicil made March 10, 1888, of the late Mr. Henry Bret Ince, Q.0., has 
a The value of the testator's personal estate is sworn at 

On Tuesday the Lord Chief Justice stated that, as he had to deliver a 
considered judgment in the Queen’s Bench Division on Saturday, the 
Lords Justices would take Queen’s Beneh interlocutory appeals on that 


l On Tuesday Mr. Justice Chitty stated that, in the event of any 
, case having been séttled before — it was most desirable and also 
| proper courtesy that the solicitors sh d give notice to the officer of the 
| court, in order that the cause list should be as soon as possible disencum- 
| bered by striking out or marking off the names of such cases. 


Mr. G. H. Bond, M.P., has received the following lett .r from the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer :—‘ Treasury-chambers, Whitehall, 8.W., May 
21. Dear Sir,—Mr. Goschen has asked me to give you these further 
particulars about the effect of the changes in the stamp duties made last 

ear upon the investments of friendly societies, which he promised you in 
his reply to your letter of the 15th of April. The Customs and Inland 
| Revenue Act of last year substituted a duty of 10s. per cent. for one of 6d. 
| per cent. on the transfer of certain registered bonds, which were thereby 
assimilated in respect of stamp duties to other marketable securities. This 
does not, however, apply to the case of transfers on the appointment of 
new trustees. In that case the duty used to be 6d. per cent. It is now, 
not 10s. per cent., but 103. on every bond, whatever its amount. A bond 
of more than £2,000 would thus actually pay less than hitherto on such 
transfer. As an illustration of the slight effect of the change even in 
cases where the investments of a society happen to be principally in the 
very limited class of securities to which the Act applies, it may be 
mentioned that, if all the securities of the South-Western District of 
Foresters were to be transferred to new trustees the stamp duty Pyare 
would now be only £11 10s., as against £10 93. 6d, under the old Act, a 
difference which on so large a total sum as £40,000 is evidently quite incon- 
siderable, Moreover, as you are aware, the 16th section (sub-section 4) 
of the Friendly Societies Act renders it unnecessary to make use of trans- 
fers on the appointment of new trustees, as it provides that upon the 
death, resignation, or renewal of a trustee the property vested in such 
trustee shall vest in the succeeding trustees without conveyance or assign- 
ment. Mr. Goschen thinks that a full consideration of these facts will 
serve to dispel any alarm which may be felt among friendly societies as to 
the effect of the change in the duties upon their financial position.—I am, 
Sir, your obedient servant, ALrrep MrtNer,”’ 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
¥ No. 2. Kay. Curtry. 
Monday, June ... se... 8 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr, Koe 
BT ash. cases: sipikeses 4 Ward Carrington Clowes 
Wednesday..............+ 5 Pemberton Jackson 
DET ctavumesicnns _— 
EEE bcihebsirpteesueesiens 7 Pemberton ackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice r. Justice 
NorRTH STIRLIN' EKEWICH. 
Monday, June a 2 Mr. Rolt . Pugh 
Tuesday .... . 4 Leach Godfrey Lavie 
pos ney . é Leach Godfrey Lavie 
“> me 
REET cose 20 cessors mines 7 Beal Rolt Pugh 


The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 8th day of June, and 
te on Tuesday, the 11th day of June, 1869, both days inclusive, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gagette.—F R1DAyY, May 24. 
JUINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED Cc 


In CHANCERY, 

ATKINS FILTER AND ENGINEERING Co., Liuwirep.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sente i May 18, directed to be heard before North, J., on June 1 Hughes 
Co, Budge row, Cannon st, solors for petner 

HovsE IMPROVEMENT AND SUPPLY ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—Oreditors are re- 

uired, on or before June 14, to send their names and addresses, par- 
tleulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Hobbs, 11, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Tuesday, June 25, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

MONTSEBRAT AND ANTILLES PropucE CO, Limitep—Creditors are soquiesé, on 
or before June 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or ms, to Edward Parker Wilson, 11, Ola Jewry chmbrs Tues- 
day, July 2, at 12, is appoiated for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


Cc. 
Prorte’s PFreap Co. LuawiTep.—Petn for winding up, presented May 21, directed 
to be heard before Stirling, J.,on Junet Munns & Longden, Old Jewry, solrs 


for petur 
CouNnTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IN CHANCERY. 
MANCHESTER BUILDERS’ SuPpPLy Oo, Limrrep.--By an order made by the court, 
Pied Moy © Ree wees tee ane waite per 
Vv ool, agen or rT, ani . or 6 petnr 
CrPOO!, ABC RIENDLY SOULETIES DISSOLVED 


MANCHESTER POSTAL AND TSLEG: 
(Postal Telegraph), Manchester May 22 
Rose mane one FEMALE Society, Red Rose Tavern, Collinge rd, Oldham 
rd, Rechdale, caster May 21 
ToTAL ABSTINENCE FRIENDLY SOCIETY oF DiNoRWIC, New Schoolroom, Dia- 
orwic, Bangor, Carnarvon May 21 x 
London AY, je 


Gazette.—TUESD 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
CO. CHANDLER & Co, Luurtep—B: an order mate by Key, J., dated 18, it 
. CHANDLE wate 
was ordered that C. Chandler @ Co be wound up Ward, Walbrook, or for 


tner 
a Hanson & Co, Lumrrep—Petn for winding up, presented SMay 25, 
directed to be heard before vert, J i on Saturday, June 22 Burn & dge, 





Old Broad st, its for Farrar, » 8olor for petner 
NEW FLaGsTaFF Co, Luatrzep~By an order madejby, North,’J., dated 
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May 18, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued Kerly & Co, Gt Winchester st, solors for petner 
BROTHERS, ITED—By an = made by Kay, J.. dated May 18, it was 
ordered that Schott Brothers, Limited, be wound up Williamson & Co, Sher- 
borne lane, solors for petner 
STANDARD MANUFACTURING OO, jeureme—Pote for winding up, presented May 
25, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, June 22 Morris, Wal- 
brook, solor for petner 
COUNTY Faseneme OF LANCASTER. 
IN CHANCERY. 
HouwnooatT Mitt Oo, Liutrep—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an order, eet April 
2. —- Joshua Rawlinson, Nicholas st, Burnley, to be official 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
FRIENDLY BENEFIT SOCIETY FOR YEOMEN, TRADESMEN, AND MECHANICS, White 
Hart =. Chudleigh, Devon May 24 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
CnvurcH GENERAL BURIAL + - oni Coventry Provident Dispensary, Bailey lane, 
Coventry, Warwick May 
Rocx or HorEs Lopez, Black Horse Inn, Groes Pant, Ruabon, Denbigh May 23 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLAam™. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 17. 


Bacsnavs, SamveEt, Foolow, Derby, Yeoman. July13. F. & H. Taylor, Bake- 
we 


BrpwE.u, CAROLINE HANNAH, Bungay, Suffolk. June 24. Norton & Son, Bungay 

BLountT, CLAVELL WILLIAM Simpson, Kells, co Antrim, Retired Lieutenant, 
R June 17. Hore, Lincoln's inn fields 

Dopp, JOHN, Millom, Cumberland, Contractor. June i4. Butler, Millom 

oe, a, Brixton hill. June 15. E. W. & R. Oliver, Corbet ct, Grace- 
church s 

Donne, SAMUEL EDWARD, Gilbart ter. June 15. E, W. & R. Oliver, Corbet ct, 
Gracechurch st 

DOWDALL, WALTER, Mavchester, Shipper. June 24. Dixon, Manchester 

Eacsrs, WILLIAM. Newtown Millom, Cumberland, Retired Carter. June 14. 
Butler, Millom 

Etuis, EUPHEMIA, Cheltenham. June 29. Gregson, Angel ct, Throgmorton st 

Forres, ALEXANDER, Buxton, Gent. June 29. Woodall & Marriott, Man- 


chester 

Foster, WILLIAM Daviks, Carlisle mansions, Westminster, Gent, July 16. 
Nickinson & Co, Chancery lane 

GREEN. JOHN GkoRGE, Clifton rd, Camden sq, Clerk in H,M.’s Customs, June 
29. Nlilberys, South sq. Gray’s ina 

HALL, PRISCILL A, St Leonard's on Sea. June 28, Twisden & Co, Russell sq 


HILisTEaAp, THOMAS WILLIAM, St John’s, Kent, Tea Dealer. Junei1. Iritchard 
& Sons, Gracechurch st 

HUMPHREYS, MARGARET, Aberystwith. June 19. Hughes, Aberystwith 

LECKENBY, Mary, Ripon. May 23, Whitham, Ripon 

LIVESEY, ALFRED, Gt Crosby, Lancs, Cheese Merchant. July 1. Bremner & 

Sons Liverpool 

MANSON, Davin, Gloucester rd, Regent’s pk, Surgical Instrument Maker. June 
13. Goldberg & Langdon, West st, insbury circus 

Moorz, AGNES JANE, Mealsgate, Carlisle. June 28. Phelps & Co., Gresham st 


MUSGRAVE, JOHN, Heaton, nr Bolton. June 30. Winder, Bolton 


NEWTON, JOHN, sen., Bold, Lancs, retired Farmer. June 18. Jeans & Co, 
Warrington 

OATES, JOHNSON, Sunderland, Esq. June 30. Wilkinson, Sunderland 

PavL, GERTRUDE, Canterbury. July 22, Sankey, Canterbury 


ime Willaston, nr Neston, Cheshire. June 15. Carrington & Barker, 


ite: 
RaIvE, SARAH, Burwood pl, Edgwarerd. June 24. Pothecary, Basinghall st 
Suir, WILLIAM James, King st, Regent st, Licensed Victualler June 15. 
Norman, Aregi pl, Regent st 
SMITH, WILLIAM ridport, Dorset, Gent. June13. Roper, Bridport 
Tiretge, W? WILLIAM WHITACRE, Bold Hall, Lancs, Esq. June 18. Mayhew & Co, 


gan 
TRONSON, JAMES, King st, St_James’s sg, retired Capt. Indian Navy. June5 
Argles & Co, Great St Helen’s 
V ERLANDER, ROBERT JacoB, Chatham, Gent. June 30. Haynes & Claremont, 
Mar!borough chmbrs, Pall Mall 
Warts, a WILLIAM, Brighton, Pianoforte Manufacturer, Junei1. Nye, 


righto: 
wae. Orto, Great Ormond st, Artist. June 30. Bircham & Uo, Old 
rod 
Wunsreronn, JoHN BUTLER, Upper Westbourne terrace, Lieutenant Colonel. 
August 17. Hallowes & Carter, Bedford row 
WIL1iaMs, ANN, Cheltenham, July1 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 


BULKBLEY, MARIA FRANCES WILLIAMS, Old Windsor. July 1. Bloxam & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lindon Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 2!, 
ADAMS, JANE, Newcastle upon Tyne. July 1. Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Apams, the Rev. Simon THomas, Gt Horwood, nr Winslow, Bucks. June 24 
Prior & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
—, the Rev. HENRY, Bodenham, Hereford. July 1. Small, Burton on 


BLANCHARD, JOHN, St George’s Avenue, Tufnell Park, Upholsterer. June 20. 
Saxton & Son, Queen Victoria st 
BURDON, ANN, Southport. July1. Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 
Searge, = Semmes, Gt Yarmouth, Stonemason, June 24. Burton & Son, Great 
armou’ 
CLIMENSON, ion, St Ives, Hunts, Gent. June15, Watts, St Ives 
CLISsOLD, Diana, Tunbridge Wells. June 39. Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery 


lane 
CROSLAND, FANNY, Scarborough. July 1. Taylor & Co, Bradford 
Forbes, E1iza, Formby, Lancs. June 15. Gill & Co, Liverpool 
GaRDNEBR, JON, Birmingham, Tool Broker. Jnne 8. Ansell & Ashford, Bir- 


e: 
GiLLETT, Francis ALFRED, Mornington, Colony of Victoria, Gent. July 1. 
Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, Westminster 
Hatt, a ao Lilswood, Hexham, Farmer. June 4. L. C, & H, F, Lockhart 
exham 
HEMSLEY, JOsEPH, Leeds, Gent, June 15. Simpson, Leeds 


HItx, ROBERT ARCHIBALD. ‘ deeten st, Clerkenwell, Newspaper Agent. June 
13. Bullen, Vheapsi 
Hooper, WILLIAM, Falmouth, Gent, July. Humfrys, Hereford 





HoRNIMAN, W1LL1aM Foster, H.M.S. Opal, Assistant Paymaster, R.N. Sept 30. 
Marsden & Wilson, Old’ Old Cavendish st 

HORSFIELD, W1L11AM RicH, Conisborough, Yorks, retired Farmer. June 25. 
Gaunt FA. Lin . Manchester 

HUMFRESS, ‘AMES, ag et, Paddington, Gas Engineer. June 24, 
Hostlns lowers rd, Hyde pk 

LINDFIELD, Hareret, Keymer, Suseex. June 28. Hubbard & Oo, Cannon st 

Mackay, JOHN Bain, Totteridge, Gent. July 10. Lovell & Co, Gray’s inns 

MagLee, WILLIAM, Birmingham. Coachbuilder. July 1. Pointon, Birming 

MorGan, WILLIAM, Llanvaches, Mon, retired Inukeeper. June 19. Evans & 
Davies. Newport, Mon 

Moss, SARAH, Darnley rd, Gravesend. July 1. Sharland & Hatten, Gravesend 

NAISH, ARTHUR JOHN. Birmingham, formerly Engineer. June 30. Glaisyer & 
Porter, Birmingham 

Bawa. Joun, Smisby, Derby, Farmer. June 24. Brown & Son, Ashby de 


ouc! 

Paaximsom, SaMUEL, Colsterworth, Lincs, Farmer. July 2. Beaumont, Grant- 
m 

PRICHARD, NokTH, Willsbride, Glos, Eaq. June 24, Gush & Co, Finsbury cir- 


ROBERTS, LAWRENCE, Accrington. Lancs, Gent. June 25. 8 les, Accrington 

ROWLAND. HENRY EDWARD, Tresillion, South Norwood hill, ay 1. Webb & 
Co, Queen Victoria st 

ROWLAND, Victorias JANE, Tresillion, South Norwood hill. July 1. Webb & Co, 
Queen Victoria st 

Savaem, Mary Emity, Darnley rd, Gravesend. July 1. Sawbridge & Son, 

Aldermanbury 

Suaw, Eviza, Belper. Derby. June8. Walker, Be ad 

SHEPPARD, HENRY WINTER, Emsworth, Hants, Clerk in Holy Orders, June 20. 
Nisbet & Daw, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Smiru, JoHN, Church st, Stoke N puingtcn, Shoemaker. June 2. 
Sons, Laurence Pountney lane 

SMITH, THOMAS, Witney, Oxon, Poulterer. July 6. Westell & Son, wee 

VINNECOMBE, EDWARD, Arlington st, Islington. July 24. Boulton & Co, North- 
ampton sq 

Warren. ELizaBETH, Radbourne, Derby. July 1. Briggs, Derby 

WYwnnE, Emma, Claughton, Chester. June18. Barrell & Oo, Liverpool 


London Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 24. 
ANDERSON, EDWARD JAMES, Buckland, Portess. 4 une 24. Edgcombe & Co, 


Portsea 
BARE, ee, Waien on the Hill, nr Liverpool, Gent. June 27. Miller & Co, 
Liverpoo 

BARNS, BENJAMIN, Rochdale, Flannel Merchant. July1. Wiles, Rochdale 

BROWELL, LANGTON, Capt. R.N., Millbrook, Southampton. Augusti. Stanton 
& Bassett. Southampton 

Bunagees, wr - ces Bickerton rd, Upper Holloway. June 30. Chubb, 

John st, Adelphi 

CLARKE, JAMES, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Bae 24. Quinn, Liverpool 

CLAYTON, JOHN NAYLOR, Oxford, Gent. July 7. Bannister & Co, John st, 
Bedford row 

OCoorER, Sg - lnaam nr Aldborough in Holderness, Yorks, July 1. Watson, 
& Co 

CorE, JOHN, Smaliheath, Wawick, Gent. July1. Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

EDWARDS, ANNE, Chester. July 1. Moss & Sharpe, Chester 

EDWARDS, CHARLES, Dolgelly, Merioneth, Esq. Julyi. F.J.and G. J. Braiken- 
ridge, Bartlett’s bldgs 

Eis, HENRY RICHARD, Stechford, Warwick, retired Schoolmaster. Nov 20. 
Robinson & Turnbull, Mitre court chmbrs, Temple 3 

FISHER, HENRY WILLIAM, "Lyme st, Camden Town, Omnibus Proprietor. July 
13. Taylor & Co, Great James st, Bedford row 

GoopacrkE, RICHRD, ‘Hanover st, Peckham, Gent. June 15. Storr, Rostrevor 
terr: 


Carpenter & 


trace, Fuiham 

GRAIN, PETER, Great Shelford, Gentad, Gent. June 14. Humphreys & Sons, 
Giltspur chmbrs, Hol Ibora Viaduc 

GREEN, WILLIAM, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. June 23. Billson, Leicester 

Hancock, DorOTHEA HAgBIET, Cheltenham. June 20, Spottiswoode, Craven 
st, Charing Cross 

HASTINGS, JOHN HENRY, Bintry, Norfolk, Farmer, June 20. Cooper & Nor- 
gate, East Dereham 

Hoar, Exiza, 8St Mary’srd, Peckham. July 9. Langlois & Biden, Leadenhall 
street 

Hooper, Joun, Stechford, Worcester, Gent. July 1. Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

JENKINS, HOWELL, Milford Haven, Retired Spirit Merchant. Julyilv, Wade, 
Newport, Mon 

Layson, WILLIAM, Edward st, Deptford, Firewood Merchant. Junei6. Far- 
low & Jackson, Ingram ct. Fenchurch st 

MEYER, JAMES HOLFORD, Salford, Greengrocer. July 1. Lamb & Moodie, 
Manchester 

Napp, ELIZABETH SABAH, New st, Brompton rd. June 20. Child & Norton, 


Sloane st 
ORMANDY, HENRY, Preston, Rope Manufacturer. July 2. Bramwell, Preston 


Pasaeon, Mary, Rastrick, Halifax. June 29. Chambers & Chambers, Brig- 

ouse 

PrtTT, JOSEPH, St Mary Magdalen, Norfolk, Farmer, Augt. Reed & Wayman, 
Downham Market 

Pryor, JOSEPH, Hillsbrough, Sheffield, Scissors Manufacturer. June24. Wat- 
son & Uo, Sheffield 

REEVES, WILLIAM KASHLBIGH, Tiverton, Devon, Gent. Junel. Hole, Tiverton 

RoBERTS, ELIZABETH JANE, Princes sq, Bayswater. June 21. J. & W. Maude, 
Arundel st, Strand 

SHARPE, ALFRED, Woolwich, Doctor of Medicine. July 15. Collisson & Co, 
Bedford row 

Suaw, GeorRGE, Bridge rd West, Battersea, Siargeon. JuneS. Bartley, Somer- 
set st, Portman sq 

SLADE, Davin, Poole, Vorset, Esq. June 20. Dickinson & Prior, Poole 

Sura, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Hatter. July 30. Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

TaYLOR, WILLIAM, Bedford. Leigh, Lancs, Retired Farmer, July 1. Lancashire, 
Manchester and Leigh 

THoMaS, MakyY ANN ELIZABETH Boy, Trafalgar eq, Chelsea. July1. Palmer & 
Bull, Bedford row, Holborn 

THORNHILL, ANN#, Wickham pl, Lower Clapton. June 27, J. & R. Gole, Lime 

tree 


8' 

TIDSWELL, EDWARD, Gresham st, Wine Merchant, June 24. Furber, Gray's inn 
square 

Vussuy, td Henry, Welton Manor, Lincs, Esq. June 22. Walker & Co, 
Spilsby 

WaGsTaFF. ANN, Fiadbury, Wores. June 2%. Wagstaif, Pershore 

WALLER, ELiZABeTH JACKSON, Newport, I.W, June 15. Juhnson & C o, Austin 
Friars, and Eldridge & Sons, Newport, L.W. 

WiGan, Epwarp Lewis, Liverpool, Hop Mercliant. June 27. Miller & Oo, 
Liverpoot 





WAENING TO INTENDING House PuRCHASE:.3 & LESSEES.— Before purchasing or 
renting a house have! he Sanitary arrangemei ' 4thor oughly examiue 4 by anexpert 
from Lhe Sanitary Engineering & Ventilatiou Vo., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., 
mins:er (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ ADVT.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetite—F RIDAY, May 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BRAHAMS, ABRAHAM, Bedford some Solicitor High 
Court "Pet May1 Ord May 21 
ADAMS, JAMES, Pembroke ock, late Licensed 
bf aad Pembroke Dock Pet May 20 Ord 


ay 26 
AINSWORTH, Moss, Fvesten, Hosier Preston Pet 
May 20 Ord Ma: 
ARUNDEL, the Hon wane IGNATIUS, residence un- 
known High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord M 
— ~ a H, Guilford st, Russell 7 } 4.7 


Barta, BRAHAM, ine 

a gar, Dealer High Court “Bet April 11 Ord 
ay 

ARNETT, ABRAHAM, Finsbury ga Solicitor High 
Court Pet May 3 Ord May 20 

BELLWooD, MorkIs, Gristhorpe, Yorks, Market 

ener Scarborough Pet May20 Ord May 2) 

BIRKHEAD, FRED, and ARCHIBIL WILD, Huddersfield, 
Painters Huddersfield Pet May 21 Ord May a 

BRADLEY, ens Wim 24 Engine Driver 
Walsall Pet ye Ord May 

BRADLEY, ay > ‘NANT, Guiseley, Yorks, Joicer 
Leeds Ld. * Ord May 2t 

ULLOCE, JOSEPH, and ABRAHAM Wooprtwiss, South- 

end, Builders ‘Chelmsford Pet May 22 Ord 


y 22 

onan, JoumM, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
May 22 Ord May 22 

OnILDS, WILLIAM JAMES, and GEORGE CHILDS, late 

Bush rd, Rotherbithe, ship Smiths High Court 

Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

EYLES, JOSEPH HENRY, Uld Sodbury. Glos, late aa 
Contractor Bristol Pet May rd May 20 

SAMUEL, Flixton, Hoesen, Yorks, — 
smith Scarborough Pet May 21 Ord Ma 

Hatt, RicHarpD, Pellerin rd, Stoke Ne Lee, 
Builder High Court Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

HENNIs, SAMUSL JAMES, Birmingham, a in 
Silica Birmingham Pet May9 Ord a Aig 

HICKINBOTHAM, WILLIAM, Park rd, Teddington, 
— Kingston, Surrey Pet May 2. Ord 


GARDINER, 


May 2 
HIGGIns, Gzonas Hopason, Hamptonrd, Teddington, 
Surgeon Kingston, Surrey Pet May 21 Ord 


May 21 

JAMES, Davip, Tregaron, Cardiganshire, Farmer 
Carmarthen Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

KERRIDGE, WILLIAM, Waneford, Suifolk, Butcher 
Gt Yarmouth Pet May 20 Ord <= 

LINDSAY, JAMES JOHN, Mile End rd crete 
High Court Pet May 2 Ord May 

Lunp, THOMAS ANTROBUS, Secteur, Licensed 

Viet —— Manchester Pet May 21 


MALL, *Sosarn, Birmingham, Licensed, Victualler 
Birmingham Pet May 22 Ord Ma 
MARGRETT, mane ANN, EDWARD rntane MAR- 
GRETT, and HENRY SYMONDS MARGRETT, Glouces- 
ter, Building Contractors Gloucester Pet May 
™. Ord May 21 
RIOTT, THOMAS, Burton on Trent, Licensed 
*Ystuaer Sarton on Trent Pet May 10 Ord 


Moopy, EDWARD JOHN, Canterbury, Grocer Canter- 
bury Pet May 22 ‘Ord May 22 
NETTLESHIP, ANNE, — Drysalter Sheffield 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
OLSEN, GEOLGE, New Clee, Linc, eataee Great 
Grimsby Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Paice, FRANCIS JOHN, Waterman Farm, nr Ug- 
borough, Devon, Farmer East Soendaeuse Pet 
May22 Ord May 22 
ARTRIDGE, CHARLES, Eonerth, am, Grocer Car- 
diff Pet May 2t Ord May 
KE, CHARLES TH os, Fore a Manufacturer of 
Lavies’ Pressing Gowns High Court Pet May 
Prac J ng ce Sutt Li 
GG, JAMES, ng Sutton, nes, 
King’s L = abe 10 Ord May 22 
Treginnon, Lianrian, re _ 
mer Pembroke Dock Pet May20 Ord M 
ProcrER, ADAM, Bradford, Wool Dealer Breatord 
Pet May#1 Ord May 21 
SPENCER, ROBERT, Southam, Weswistehire, late 
Grazier Warwick Pet May20 Ord May 20 
SuGcars, ADELAIDE, Waters, Hemel Hempstead, 
—— Butcher St Albans Pet May 21 Ord 


Ss 
Tuomas, Leadenhall st, Commission 
oak ag Court Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Newbridge. on, Butcher New- 
rt, Mon «Bet May 20 Ord Ma: 
Dan, Churchway, ae Town, Boot 
Maker h Couit Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
ERNABD, Poole, Watchmaker Poole 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
UNDERWOOD, A. J., Birmingham, Pianoforte Dealer, 
Birmingham PetMay8s Ord May 20 
WADMAN, “GronaE, and ROBERT STIBBY Wann, 
aw wennenaet, Tailors Yeovil Pet April 26 
r ay 2 
ABNER, ‘I MOMAS HENRY, Wolseley rd, Forest gate, 
tiers 1 Ora ated, Company High Court Pet 
ay 
WHITE, NATHANIEL. Knightrider st, Doctors’ Com. 
mone, Solicitor High Court Pet May 21 Ord 


ay 
WHITEWRIGHT, Posune HENDERSON, and WILLIAM 
Brown, Rood lane, Wholesale Tea Dealers High 
Court Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
WILxkINs0N, HERBERT, and HENRY FIELD CarIsP, 


Senatnge 





ican, Eating pense Keepers High Court 
bet beeen Ord Ma 
ILLIAMS, WILLIAM, Bishop’s Lydeard, Somerset, 
Farmer Taunton Pet April 30. Ord May 21 
WILLMOTT, ALFRED GEORGE, Portishead, Su een, 
Butcher Bristol Pet May 21 Ord May 2 
Woop, Henry, Tun ay Grocer Tunbridge 
Wells Pot May ng = 
ZiFF, LEWIS, } A ker Leeds Pet 
May 20 Ord ‘May'20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AINswoRTH, Mosss, Preston, Hosier June 21 at 2 

Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
ALEXANDER, WILLIAM WHITEWAY, Aston, Birming- 
m, Manager June 4 at il 25, Colmore row, 


Birming ham 
ALLEN JAMES, Nottin oe. no occupation May 31 
os 11 Off Ree, 1, avement, Nottingham 


BavYEMAN, ROWLAND, rod ls, Aston, Warwickshire, 
Billiad Table Maker June5atil 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

BIRgKHEAD, F RD, and ARCHIBIL WILD, Huddersfield, 
Painters June 4 at 11 Haigh & Sons, solors, 
New st, Huddersfield 

NE, JAMES, Manchester, Metal Aqust May 31 

a it a Off Rec, Ogden’s c chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


ester 
LIFT, WILLIAM Wednesbury. Painter June 
19 at 11.15 Git Hee, Walsall — ™ 


LLIAM, Wav: Lancs, Compositor 
June4at2 Off Ree, 35, 5 Victoris st, Liverpool 
DAvis, WILLIAM SOLOMON, Stourbridge, Glass — 

facturer June 6 at 2.30. Off B — 

Y, Redland, Bristol, Retired 
Major in H.M. A Army June 5 at 12 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Bristo 

EYL&s, JosePH HENRY, Old Sone Oe » Glos, late Road 
Contractor June6dati.15 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Bristo 
FOWLER, JOHN HENRY, Leicester, Bookseller May 
31 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
GENT, CHRISTOPHER, Sheepshed, Leices, Bricklayer 
June 6 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
HALL, EpmMonr JoHN BARNARD, Hornsey rd, Timber 
Merchant June 3 at it Bankruptcy bidgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
HAMBREY, SKIDMORE, Shepherds Brook, nr Stour- 
bridge, Master Glass Cutter June 4at2 Thos 
Wall, solor, Stour! bridge 
HarpMAN, CHARLES, Hyde, Cheshire, Tripe Dresser 
June6at2 Townha/l, Ashton under Lyne 
at mg J eee Green Dragon Inn, High st, Taun- 
a a ay June latil Off Reo, 
om yee st, Taunto 
HILL, SYDNEY WILSON, Lose Eaton, Grocer May 31 
at3 Off Rec. St James's foot rb; 
Hopkins, ARCHELAUS HENRY, Reading, . Grocer May 
3tat3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
Ki1nG, THOMAS SAMUEL, Radford, Nottingham, Lace 
Maker May 31ati2 Off Rec,1, High pavement, 
Nottiogham 
LEACH, FREDERICK STEPHEN TAYLOR, Bury June1 
at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Marriott, THomas, Burton on Trent, late Licensed 
Victualler June lat 12 Midland Hotel, Burton 
on Trent 
OWEN, JOHN Henry, Catford, Kent, Surveyor June 
4ati1 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
ER, ADAM, Bradford, Wool Dealer June 4 at 
11 wiv Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Roberts, Isaac, t, Flint, Grocer Rd 31 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy Office, » Crypt chbrs, Chester 
|AMUELS, WILLIAM ALBERT, Coventry, Fruiterer 
June 1 at 10.30 Off ites. 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
SHEPHERD, JOSEPH GEORGE, Croydon, Licensed Vic- 
— May 31 at 12 119, Victoria st, West- 


min 
TaGaG, WILLIAM, Beeston, Notts, Carter June 1 at 
11 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, N onnemae 
THOMAS, DANIEL, ngarw, nr Bridgend, Glam, 
Gegeer May 3lat il Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Uar- 


Tuomas, HuGH WILLIAM, Norton Bridge, nr Ponty- 
pridd, Giam, Grocer June 1 at 12 Off Rec, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Taomas, LEWIS, Newbridge, Mon, Butcher June 3 
atiz Off Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 

ALL, i SmiTuH, Kingswood, nr Bristol, =. 
mer June 5 at 12.30 Off Rec, B 
shies, Bristol 

WALLING, JouN, Manningham, Bradford, Egg Dealer 
June 1 at 10.30 (ff Keo, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Wicks, WALTER Hucu, Lower —-—— — Tailor 
May 31 at it 11 119, Victoria 

WILLETT, SIDNEY SAMUEL, Wo. saan Tailor 
June 18atil Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

WILLMOTT, ALFRED GEORGE, Portishead, Somerset, 
Batcher June 5 at 12.45 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


Bristo 

Woopoock, Henry, Hartfield rd, Srintiniee, 
Cheesemonger May 31 at 11 No 16 Room, 30 
and 31, St Swithin’s lane 


ADJUDIOCATIONS, 
AINSWORTH, Moszs, Preston, Hosier Preston Pet 
May 20 d May 20 


ER, WILLIAM WuHITewayY. Aston, Birming- 
ham, Manager Birmingham Pet April 27 Ord 


ay 
Basset, FrEpDERIC Duncan, North End rd. West 
Readington, Dairyman High Court Sec 103 


Ord Ma 
BATEMAN, TeLAND, Lozells, Aston, Warwick, Bil- 
hay biome Maker Birmingham Pet May 13 
rr a 
BELLWOOD, MorzIs, sae Yorks, Pe 
med Scarborough et May 20 Ord 
ay 





—_ ~— 


IRKHEAD, FRED, and ARCHIBIL Hudders- 
field, Painters ‘Huddersfield Pat May 21 Ord 


m4, 
* wexvear Wednesbury, Engine Driver 

MAW alsal Pet May 20 Ord May 0 
BRADLEY, GEORGE TENNANT, Guiseley, Yorks, Joiner 


Pet May 21 we — 
Cure, , Painter Wal- 
CHARLES, Bristol, Brush Manufacturer 
rs gat 1, Ord May m2 Yorks, Black 
—~ E' ‘olkton, Yor - 
Boarborough Pet May 21 Ord May 21 


maveenp oy Contractor roydon 
Pet May 11 Or Ord May 

HEATHOOTE, GERALD _—_ YVE Romsey, 
Southampton, Schoolmaster ssuede ton Pet 
April 4 Bra ha 72 


1s, SAMUEL Birming peor in 
silica Birmingham. 1 Pet mee Mond Mt 
SAMUEL, eehom, Friterer Chaitcnbam 
3 “Pet Dap, on May 17 Nerd 5 
—_ = AVID, Tregaron, igan, Farmer Car- 
Bet May 20’ Ord May 20 
nee get Wangford, suffolk, Butcher 
Gt Toasath Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
Kino, [THomas SAMUEL, Radford, Notting ham, Lace 
Manuf acturer Nottingham Pet ‘April in Ord 
a 
OH. FREDERICK 1-7 TayLor, Bury Bolton 
Pet May 18 Ord May 
. RoGER, Long hel iietatin, Farmer 
Leicester Pet a 3 Ord May 20 
MARGRETT, ANN, EpDWARD WILLUM 
MARGRETT, p> | HENRY SYMONDS MARGRETPT, 
Gloucester, Building Contractors Gloucester 
Pet May at Ord May 21 
oTT, THOMAS, Burton on Trent, late Licensed 
Victualler "Sarton on Trent Pet May 20 Ord 


Moopy. Epwanp JOHN, Canterbury, Grocer Canter- 
bury La — 4 21 Ord May 
ETTLESHI > ANNe, Sheffield, " Sepeatter Sheffield 
Pet May 20 Ord hog 

OLsEw, GEORGE, New Clee, Lincs, Mariner Great 
Grimsby Pet May a “Ord Moy 3 
RKS, RICHARD, sen, Northfield, King’s Norton, 
Worcestershire, —_ Farmer “birmi ogham Pet 


Bradton L Wool Dealer Bradford 
Epwasp. Thro mt OF st, Stook- 


broker High Court Pet ae 17 On ay 22 
ALE, HOMAS, Leadenhall mmission 

Agent High Court Pet — 4 a1. ane t 
on, Butcher New- 


OMAS, 1s. 
port, Mon Pet Ma Le EY rd May 21 
Day, way, Somers Town, Bost 
Maker Higho Court Pet May 2i Ord May 21 
WAkD, FREDERICK SAMUEL, Birmin late ay 
Butcher Birmingham Pet April25 Ord May 
WARNER, THOMAS HENRY, al rd, Forest Gute, 
Clerk to a Limited Company High Oourt Pet 
May 20 Ord May 22 
Wuirts, RoBpeRT THOMPSON, wl Pavement W 
is Gnd Memos » Cheesemonger Edmonton Pet Apri 
Woop, Henry, vpunbridge Wells, - ead Tunbridge 
Wells Pet ay 16 Ord May 18 
Woop, JOHN, Cramlington, Tailor 
Tyne Pet May 16 Ord "May 22 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London —_ of piace 18, 12. 
POWELL, WILLIAM, Tillington, yy Fy ereford- 
oo, © Ionkeeper foes Pet Feb 4 Ord 


Newcastle on 


RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED AND AD- 
JUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Baumann, L., Hyde Park sq High Court Rec Ord 
Aug 14, 1883 Adj Oct 2, 188s Annul May 20, 1889 


London Gasetie.—TunSDAY, May 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AGOSsTI, FERDINAND JOHN, Falmouth, Ship Chandler 
Truro Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

ENRY, — i eee Somenast, 

Pet May 2% Ord 


AUvusTIN, EDWARD 
G r Wells 

Banks, THOMAS ALBXANDER, = _ 
Andover, —~ Innkeeper Salisbury Pot May 
24 — 

BARNWEBLL, Birmio, | Restaurant 
Keeper po Pet 23 Ord rd May 23 

BETTs, Gapnes Heeny, Hol ry Clothier 


et May 24 Ord May 24 
BROADLEY, ree, eemastette, Leeds, Builder 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Baers. a = = , Torquay, Draper Exeter 
me ALFRED, late late “Wivelisoombe, Romenset, Gent 

Taunton Pet May10 Ord Mer 
owapels a Ry y Barnet, 5 Le Barnet Pet 


mae , Carter Blackburn 
met May 23 Ord May 23 
DRYDEN, Ropskt, Newcastle on Tyne, Timber Mer- 


-— Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 11 Ord 
a 
GTON, ROBSON, Cartide. one Merchant Oar- 


——— hand 's oe Ran 
B 
sb Fall Mall Mal Hast, HAnAs, Prince High 'O 
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Greaves, GrorcE. Leeds, File Cutter Leeds Pet 
May 2% Ord May 24 

HaARRison, CHRISTOPHER FRANCIS, Liverpool. Inspec- 
tor of Bchoola Liverpool Pet May7 Ord Mav 24 

HARRISON, JABEZ, and JOHN NRWLAND CRABB, En- 
field, Builders Edmonton Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

HaktT, CHARLES, Braintree, Essex, Tailor Chelms- 
ord Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Hi11, Henry Hume, Southampton, Shipping Clerk 
Southampton Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

HvuGuneEs, WILLIAM. Hoylake, Cheshire, Ironmonger 
Bi‘kenhead Pet May 25 Ord — 25 

Kg yYMER, JEREMIAH Howakp, Norwich, General Shop 

__ Keeper Norwich Pet May25 Ord May 25 

KNIGHT. SAMURL, Battersea rise, Builder Wands- 
worth Pet Apil25 Ord May 23 

LANCASTER, WILLIAM, Ardwick, Manchester, China 
Dealer Manchester Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Lanp, W1111aM Scott, York, Clerk York Pet May 

Ord May 25 

LEwi8, WILLIAM. Hay, Brecknock, Innkeeper Here- 
ford Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

LITTLE, RICHARD, and ANN JOBLING, Castlecarrock, 
omer, Farmers Carlisle Pet May 23 Ord 

ay 2: 

Lomas, Moss, Selby, Yorks, Innkeeper York Pet 
May 24 Ord May 24 

Lona, JOHN FREDERICK, Manchester, Wholesale Ale 
Bottler Manchester Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

LONGMIRE, WILLIAM, Beeston, Notts, late Lace 
Warehouseman Nottingham Pet May 23 Ord 


ay 23 
Lyon, Ropert. Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Butcher 
Scarborough Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Rupp. Jonny, Harpsford Miil. nr Bridgnorth, Salop, 
Miller Madeley, Salop Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
EcHEU, Epwakp THEODORE, Tuilerie st, Hackney rd, 
fed Merchant High Court Pet May 23 Ord 
ay 
SmiTH, LUKE, Owlpen, nr Dursley, Glos, Farmer 
Gloucester Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
foarR. Tuomas, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
STANBRIDGE, FREDERICK WILLIAM. Dantzic cottages. 
Finchley, Draper Barnet Pet May 16 Ord 


May 22 
StopparpD. A. R., Sheffield, Provision Dealer Shef- 
field Pet May 10 Ord May 23 
TAYLOR, JosEPH, Church, Lancs, Shoemaker Black- 
burn Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
THomas, Liwis, Neath, Glamorgan, 
Victualler Neath Pet May 24 Ord 
THWAITEs, JOHN MITCHELL, Carlisle, 
Carlisle Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
‘RUDGETT, JOSEPH, Westbourne, Sussex, Grocer 
df Brighton Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
WEBBER, JOHN GALLIFORD, Landkey, Devon, Inn- 
keeper Barnstaple Pet May7 Ord May 22 
WiLriaMs, WILLIAM HENk&Y, Birmingham, Baker 
Birmingham Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
WyYwneE, ROBERT, Siamber Wen, Abergele, Denbigh- 
shire, Innkeeper Bangor Pet May 23 Ord 


ay 23 
Youna, THomas, Clifton, Painter Bristol Pet May 
25 Ord May 25 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

ATKINSON, SAMUEL COOKE, Falsgrave, Scarborough, 
Butcher June7at3.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough 
st, Scarborough 

Banxs, THOMAS ALEXANDER, the younger, now of 
Newtown, nr Andover, Hants, Innkeeper Juce7 
at 11.15 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Betiwoop, Morris. Gristhorpe, Yorks, Market 
Gardener June 6at12 Off Rec, 74, Newborough 
st, Scarborough 

BLAKER, CHARLES FREDERICK, RICHARD MANNING 
Ww sON, Eastbourne, Ironmongers June 4 
- 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


Licensed 
May 24 
Innkeeper 


on 

Boyes, CHARLES HENRY, High st, Sydenham, Oil- 
man June5Sat3 119, Victoria st. Westminster 

Brooks, JAMES, and FREDERICK WILLIAM LOWEs, 
Sunderland. Coppersmiths June5at3 Off Rec, 
25, John st, Sunderland 

Brown, JAMES HUMPHREY, Torquay, Draper June 
13 at 11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Brown, JOHN, Barnsley, Milk Dealer June 5 at 10 
Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 

BROWNING, FREDERICK, Leeds, Cloth Merchant 
June 4at3 Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 

BRUNSTROM, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Weelshy, Clee, 
Lincs, Shipping Olerk June 5at1.30 Off Rec, 3, 
Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

Burns, ROBERT, Scarborough, Credit Draper’s 
Agent June5Sati1 Off Kec, 74, Newborough st, 
Scarborough 

CARTER, HENRY LissanT. Sheffield, Lithographic 

+ a: ae June5at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shef- 

e 

CHAMBERS. Mark, Accrington, Carter June 4 at 2 
County Court House, Blackkurn 

CHAPMAN, IsRakL, Brinkhill, Lincs, Carpenter June 
6ati2 Off Rec, 48, High st. Boston 

K8, HENRY, Farnham, Saddler June 4 at 2.30 

‘Townhall, Farnham 

Cox, ARTHUR WELLINGTON, Maddox st, Regent st, 
Gold Laceman June 7 at 12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Davies, Wit1iaM, Beaufort, Brecknock, Draper 
June 5at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Drypgn, RoBERT, Newcastle on Tyne, Timber Mer- 
chant June 6 at 230 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
castle on e 

ERRINGTON, ROBEON, Carlisle, Seed Merchant Jure 
l1jati2 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Gapr. J)\AELMAN. Mansion House chbra, Queen 
Victoria st June 6 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 
3nu 


GARDINER, SAMUEL, Flixton, Folkton, Yorks, Black- 
smith June7atii Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, 
Scarborough 

GoopcHILD, JaAmEs, St James’s rd, Bethnal gn. Boot 
Manufacturer June6é at 1 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln's inn 

Hatt, Mites, and HERBERT HALL. Leeds, Cloth 
Manufacturers June 4 at 4 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 

HARDING, HENRY, and HARRY SHORT HARDING, 
High st, Sutton, Haidressers June 4 at 3 119, 
Victoria st. Westminster 

HarpDInG. HENRY (sep estate), High st, Sutton, 
Hairdresser June 4 at 4 119, Victoria st, West- 
ininster 

HAYWARD, JAMES, Croydon, Contractor June 4 at 12 
119, Victoria st, Westminster 

HEWNIS, SAMUEL JAMES, Birmingham, Dealer in 
Silica June 7 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 
bam 

Horrerton, Harry Epwarp, Oxford st, Fancy 
Draper June 6at 11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

JAMES, Davin, Tregaron, Cardiganshire, 
June5ati2 Talbot Hotel, Trezaron 

LAWRANCE, JOHN, Ridge rd, Hornsey, Commercial 
— June 6 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

Litre, RicHarpD, and ANN JOBLING, Castle Carrock, 
Cumb, Farmers Juneéati2 Off nec, 31, Fisher 
st, Carlisle 

Lomas, Mosgs, Selby, Yorks, Innkeeper June 10 at 
12,39 Off Rec, York 

LoxG, JOHN FREDERICK, Manchester, Wholesale Ale 
Bottler June 6 at 11 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, 
Bridge st. Manchester 

LONGMIRE, WILLIAM, Beeston, Notts. late Lace 
Warehouseman June 5 atil Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottingham 

Lyon, RoBpert, Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Butcher 
June7 at 12 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scar- 
borough 

Mann, WiLt1aM, Birmingham, Grocer June 6 at 
11 25. Colmore row, Birmingham 

MARGRETT, MARY ANN, EDWARD WILLIAM MarR- 
GRETT, and HENRY SYMONDS MARGRETT, Glouces- 
ter. Building Contractors June 4at 3 Off Rec, 
15, King st, Gloucester 

MaxsDEN, WILLIAM, Springfield Estate, Wands- 
worth rd, Builder June 7 at 11 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Moopy, EDWARD JOHN, Canterbury, Grocer Ju1e7 
at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

Morris, THOMAS, Doigelly, Merioneth. Builder June 
13at12.45 Townhall, Aberystwith 

MOULDING, ALLEN, Reading. Oilman June 6 at 3 
119, Victoria st, Westminster 

NABARRO, REUBEN, Middlesex st, Manchester Ware- 
houseman June6ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Li.- 
coln’s inn 

OLSEN. GEORGE, New Clee, Lincs, Mariner June 5 
ati Off Rec, 3, Haven st. Great Grimsby 

PARTRIDGE, CHARLES, Penarth, Glam. Grocer June 
7at1i2 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Rupp, Jonun, Harpsford Mill, nr Bridgnorth, Salop, 
Miller June 5 at 11.10 County Court Office, 
Ma‘eley 

SmirH, THoMAS BLOWER, Cowley_rd. Brixton, late 
Banker’s Clerk June7at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

SPENCER, ROBERT, Southam, Warwickshire. Grazier 
June 4 at 11.15 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Coventry 

STAFFORD, JOHN GOODACRE, and WILLIAM STAFFORD, 
Glengall rd, Old Kent rd, Box Makers June 5 at 
a Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
field 


Tanner 


8 

TAYLOR, JosepPH, Church, Lancs, Shoemaker Juue 4 
at 1.15 County Court house, Blackburn 

TURNER, JOHN BERNARD, Parkstone, Poole, Watch 
Maker June5 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisburv 

WapMAN, GEORGE, and Ropert Stipy WADMAN, 
Yeovil, Somerset. Tailors June 4 at 12.45 Inns 
of Court Hotel, High Holborn : 

WILLIAMS, CHARLES GEORGE FREDEBICK, Savile row, 
Tailor June 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

WI1son, JonN, Kingston upon Hull, Labourer June 
4ati1 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Wynne, Robert, Siamber Wen, Abergele, Denbigh- 
shire, late Innkeeper June 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
Office, Crypt cbmbrs, Chester 

ZirF, Lewis, Leeds, Slipper Maker June 5 at 11 
Off Rec, 32, Park row. Leeds 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ADAMS, JAMES, Pembroke Dock, Licensed Victualler 
Pembroke Dock Pet May 20 Ord May 23 

AGOSTI, FERDINAND JOHN, Falmouth, Ship Chandler 
Truro Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

ARNUP, JAMES, Pockthorpe, Norwich, Carter 
Norwich Pet May13 Ord May 23 

BROADLEY, WILLIAM, Burmantofts, Leeds, Builder 
Leeds Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

CHAMBERS, MARK, Accrington, Carter Blackburn 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

ELDER, PETER, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Curer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April 30 Ord May 23 

ERRINGTON, Rosson, Carlisle, d,Merchant Car- 
lisle Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

EYLE&s, JOSEPH HENRY, Old Sodbury, Glos, late Road 
Contractor Bristol Pet May 20 Ord May 23 

GREAVES, GEoRGE, Leeds, File Cutter Leeds Pet 
May 24 Ord May 24 

HAMBROOK, JOHN, Hackington, Kent, Farmer 
terbury Pet May4 Ord May 25 

HarpDInG, HENrY, and HARRY SHORT HARDING, 
High st, Sutton, Hairdressers Croydon Pet May 
7 Ord May 23 

HAWEINS, JOHN, Tannton, Licensed Victualler 
Taunton Pet May 9 Ord May 22 


Can- 





HICKINBOTHAM. WIL?IAM, Park rd, Teddington. 
Builder Kingston, Surrey Pet May 20 Ord 


ay 23 
Ti1aains, GzorGE Hopason, Hampton rd. Tedding- 
ton, Surgeon Kingston, Surrey Pet May 21 Ord 


ay 23 

Hit, Henry Hume, Southampton, Shipping Clerk 
Southampton Pet May25 Ord May2 

Hirst, ADAM, Cawthorne, nr Barnsley, Farmer 
Barnsle Pet Spat 9 Ord May 24 

HucGues, Wit1.1aM, Hoylake, Cheshire, Ironmonger 
Birkenhead Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

KeYMER, JEREMIAH HowakpD, Norwich, Geveral 
Shopkeeper Norwich Pet May 25 Ord Mav 25 

LAND, WILLIAM Scott, York,Clerk York Pet May 
25 Ord May 2 

Lgwis, WILLIAM THOMAS. BENJAMIN LEWIS. and 
Joun LEWIs, Neath, Glam, Auctioneers Neath 
Pet May 15 Ord May 23 

Litrrz, RICHARD, and ANN JOBLING, Castlecarrock. 
ae mam Farmers Carlisle Pet May 23 Ord 
May 23 

LOCKHART, Mints, &t Stephen’s sq, Westbourne 
Park, Gent High Court Pet Dec4 Ord May 23 

Lomas, Mosss, Selby, Yorks, Innkeeper York Pet 
May 23 Ord May 24 

LONGMIRE, WILLIAM, Beeston, Notts. late Lace 
) sna eames Nottingham Pet May 23 Ord 

ay 23 

Lyon, ROBERT, Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Butcher 
Scarborough Pet May 2i Ord May 24 

MARSDEN, WILLIAM, Springfield Estates, Wands- 
worth rd, Builder gh Court Pet March 28 
Ord May 23 : 

MOULDING, ALLEN,§Reading, Oilman Reading Pet 
May 17 Ord May 24 

NEALD, THomas, Doncaster, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
May7 Ord May 23 

Paice, Francis JOHN, Waterman Farm, nr Ug- 
borough, Devon, Farmer East Stonehouse Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 , 

PALMER, JOHN CASTLEDINE. Halifax, Tailor Halifax 
Pet Mayit Ord May 22 

PARTRIDGE, CHARLES, Penarth, Glam, Grocer Cuar- 
diff Pet May 2t Ord May 22 

Puriuips, Mary, Treginnon, Lianrian. Pemb, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet May 20 Ord May 25 

Rupp. JouN, Harpsford Mill. nr Bridgnorth, Salop, 
Miller Madeley, Salop Pet May 24 Ord May 2t 

Situ, Luke, Owlpen, nr Dursley, Glos, Farmer 
Gloucester Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

SreNceR RopertT, Southam. Warwickshire, 
Grazier Warwick Pet May 20 Ord May 24 

STEPHENSON, WILLIAM HENRY, Hastings, Furniture 
Dealer Hastings Pet May8 Ord May 24 

TAPLING, EDWARD, and WILLIAM MosEs — st, 
Bethnal green, Carpet Manufacturers igh 
Court Pet Aprili8 Ord May 23 

TAYLOR, JOSEPA, Church, Lancs, Shoemaker Black- 
burn Pet May 23 Ord er’ 23 : 

Tuomas, Lewis, Neath, lamorgan, Licensed 
Victualler Neath Pet May 23 Ord May 24 

THWAITES, JOHN MITCHELL, Carlisle, Innkeeper 
Carlisle Pet May25 Ord May 25 

I'ugneR, JOHN BERNABD, Parkstone, Poole, Watch- 
maker Poole Pet May 22 Ord May 25 

Wuitz, NATHANIEL, Knightrider st, Doctors’ 
commons, Solicitor High Court Pet May 21 
Ord May 23 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM HeEwnRY, Birmingham, Baker 
Birmingham Pet May 23 Ord May 24 

WILMOTT, ALFRED GsoRGE, Portishead. Somerset, 
Butcher Bristol Pet aay 21 Ord May 25 

Wynne, Ropert, Siamber Wen, Denbighshire, late 

Innkeeper Bangor Pet May23 Ord May 23 


late 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, tt 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 

The Subscription to the SoLiciToRs’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. Gd., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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